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Introduction
NH’s State Advisory Committee (SAC) on the Education of Children with Disabilities

SAC is NH’s State Advisory Panel, required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) to advise the State Education Agency on the unmet needs of children with disabilities in
the state.

The purpose, requirements for membership, terms, duties and meetings are detailed in NH’s
Chapter 186-C:3-b. The requirements in RSA 186-C:3-b are in compliance with the IDEA, while
also reflecting and meeting the unique needs of NH’s special education system and children
with disabilities.



Status of Special Education in NH

The State Advisory Committee relies on data to inform its understanding of the current status of
special education in New Hampshire, as well as to aid the SAC in its selection of priorities. Two
documents that were used by SAC, and that are included in Appendix C, are:

e Summary Information from NH’s SPP/APR and the 6/2011 Determination Letter; and
¢ New Hampshire’s Part B FFY 2009 SPP/APR Response Table.

The information from NH’s SPP/APR sets targets for specific indicators (for example, graduation
rates for students with disabilities), and provides empirical data to measure the progress of
individual school districts and the state towards each of the established targets. Using this data,
NH is able to identify areas that may need additional focus or the redirection of resources. NH
is also able to compare our outcome data with that of other states, and to determine if individual
school districts may either be utilizing best practices that should be considered for replication, or
be struggling and require technical assistance or other response to address the area of concern.

Purpose

The purpose of NH'’s State Advisory Committee on the Education of Children with Disabilities is
covered in RSA 186-C:3-b, I:

l. In accordance with the provisions of 20 U.S.C. section 1412(a)(21) and 34 C.F.R.
sections 300.167-300.169, there is established an advisory committee on the education of
children/students with disabilities to advise the commissioner of education on issues relating to
special education, and to promote communication and cooperation among individuals involved
with students with disabilities. In addition, the committee shall review the federal financial
participation and the level of state funding to determine their impact on the programs and
delivery of services to children/students with disabilities.



Membership

The composition of the SAC is detailed in RSA 186-C:3-b,lI:

[I. The committee shall be composed of individuals involved in, or concerned with, the
education of children with disabilities. A majority of the committee membership shall be
composed of individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities. The committee
membership shall be as follows:

(a) Individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities, appointed by the governor.
(b) Two members of the house education committee, appointed by the speaker of the house.
(c) Two members of the senate education committee, appointed by the president of the senate.

(d) One representative of a vocational, community, or business organization concerned with the
provision of transition services to children/students with disabilities, appointed by the governor

(e) One state education official, appointed by the governor.
(f) One local educational official, who shall be an administrator, appointed by the governor.
(g9) Two teachers, one of whom shall be a special education teacher, appointed by the governor.

(h) One representative of the department of health and human services involved in the financing
or delivery of special education or related services to children with disabilities, recommended by
the commissioner of the department of health and human services, and appointed by the
governor.

(i) One representative of the Disabilities Rights Center, recommended by the Disabilities Rights
Center and appointed by the governor.

()) One representative of the Parent Information Center, recommended by the Parent
Information Center and appointed by the governor.

(k) Two individuals with disabilities who may have received special education services, one of
whom may be a high school student, appointed by the governor.

() One administrator of a public special education program, appointed by the governor.

(m) One representative of an institution of higher education that prepares special education and
related services personnel, appointed by the governor.



(n) One representative of a private school approved for special education, appointed by the
governor.

(o) One representative of a chartered public school, appointed by the governor.

(p) One individual representing children with disabilities who are home-schooled, appointed by
the governor.

(q) One representative from the department of corrections, and one representative from a
county correctional facility, both of whom are responsible for administering the provision of
special education or special education and related services, appointed by the governor.

(r) A state and a local educational official who are responsible for performing activities under
subtitle B of title VII of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act, 42 U.S.C. section 11431,
et seq, appointed by the governor.

(s) A representative from the department of health and human services responsible for foster
care, recommended by the commissioner of the department of health and human services and
appointed by the governor.

lll. (@) Committee members shall be appointed to staggered 2-year terms, and members may
succeed themselves.

(b) A chairperson shall be selected by a majority of the committee members on an annual
basis.

Openings on the SAC occur each year as members terms expire of they are no longer able to
serve. Individuals interested in being nominated for membership on the State Advisory
Committee should contact the NH Department of Education or the Chairperson of the State
Advisory Committee (see cover page for contact information). Prospective members should
identify which legislatively mandated membership category they would like to fulfill. Interested
persons who do not fit into one of the open membership categories may wish to work with one
of the subcommittees as an ad hoc member.

All SAC meetings are open to the general public, and public comment is welcome and included
as part of each meeting agenda.

A complete listing of the members of the State Advisory Committee, along with their roll or
agency/organization represented, term and attendance, as well as any current open (vacant)
positions may be found in Appendix A. Members of the SAC, with a few specified exceptions
are appointed by the Governor.



Duties / Responsibilities
The duties of the SAC are listed in RSA 186-C:3-b,IV:
V. The committee shall:

(a) Advise the department of education regarding unmet needs within the state in the
education of children/students with disabilities.

(b) Provide an annual report to the governor and the state legislature on the status of
education of students with disabilities in New Hampshire.

(c) Comment publicly on the state plan and rules or regulations proposed for issuance by
the state regarding the education of children/students with disabilities.

(d) Assist the state in developing and reporting such information and evaluations as may
assist the U.S. Secretary of Education in the performance of responsibilities under 20 U.S.C.
section 1418 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.

(e) Advise the department of education in developing corrective action plans to address
findings identified in federal monitoring reports.

(f) Advise the department of education in developing and implementing policies relating to
the coordination of services for children/students with disabilities.



Meetings

RSA 186-C:3-b,V describes the requirements for the frequency of State Advisory Committee
meetings. The SAC appreciates the support provided by the NH Department of Education in
accordance with RSA 186-C:3-B, VI:

V. The committee shall meet at least quarterly or as often as necessary to conduct its business.

VI. The department of education shall provide administrative support for the committee.

The schedule for meetings of the State Advisory Committee, as well as minutes for previous
meetings, is posted on the NH Department of Education’s website, on the dedicated SAC page:
http://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/sac.htm, and in House and Senate
calendars, published during the legislative session. Information may also be obtained by
contacting the NH Department of Education, Bureau of Special Education at (603) 271-3741.

All meetings are open to the general public, and unless otherwise noted, are held at the NH
Department of Education, Londergan Hall, 101 Pleasant Street, Concord, NH. Every meeting
includes opportunities for public comment at the beginning and end of the meeting. The SAC
appreciates the input the general public provides by commenting on the committee’s priorities
and/or other issues they wish to bring to the committee’s attention. In addition to speaking at a
SAC meeting during the public comment segments of the agenda, interested persons may also
provide written input to the SAC. The State Advisory Committee respectfully requests that
persons wishing to comment publicly at a SAC meeting please follow the guidelines below:

« Be factual and objective; please do not mention a student and/or school staff by name;

o The SAC appreciates hearing about positive experiences, “success stories”, and best
practices, as well as concerns with the status of the education of children with disabilities,
new or emerging needs, or situations that may warrant further consideration; and

e Limit comments to no more than five minutes. If there is an issue that may need more
extensive discussion you may want to request that it be added as an agenda item at a
subsequent SAC meeting.

« Please note that the SAC is not able to intervene in situations having to do with individual
students, but to the extent these issues may have broad implications for children with
disabilities (even if limited to a specific age or disability group, geographic area, or topic),
the SAC appreciates the public’s assistance in making the SAC aware of the issue(s).
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During this reporting period, the SAC held regular meetings in September, November, January,
February, March, April, May and June to share information, discuss concerns, gather

information on emerging topics, review committee reports, respond to the committee’s identified
priorities, as well as any new or emerging needs, and make recommendations for further action.

The September meeting was the State Advisory Committee’s annual retreat, where the
members identified the current needs, issues and priorities on which the SAC planned to focus
during the year (see the “priorities” section on page 9 for more information).

Meeting agendas always include welcome and introductions of members and guests; review
and approval of minutes from the prior meeting; public comment at the beginning and end of the
meeting; announcements and correspondence to the SAC; current events; an update from the
State Department of Education, Bureau of Special Education (“the Bureau”); old business and
new business; reports from subcommittees and an opportunity for subcommittees to meet or to
schedule a meeting outside of the monthly SAC meeting; and presentations by the Bureau or
other invited guests, as requested by SAC members to assist the committee in the fulfillment of
its responsibilities. A template for the regular SAC meetings may be found in Appendix B.

Organization

While the State Advisory Committee appreciates the support it receives from the NH
Department of Education, Bureau of Special Education staff, the SAC operates as an
independent entity with its composition and responsibilities mandated by statute. Bureau staff is
available to clarify the Department’s procedures; explain programs and/or initiatives; provide
technical assistance, administrative support, statistical data, and other background information
and documentation requested by the SAC.

Minutes are taken at each State Advisory Committee meeting; they are distributed in draft form
by email to each SAC member and approved at the next meeting. Approved minutes are
posted on the NH Department of Education’s website on the designated SAC web page. Hard
copies of the minutes are distributed at the next meeting, and are also available from the Bureau
of Special Education upon request.

The first meeting of each fiscal year is held in September and is in the form of a SAC retreat. At
this year’s retreat, the State Advisory Committee formed two types of subcommittees: issue-
oriented and organizational subcommittees.

The State Advisory Committee utilizes a structure that relies on subcommittees to study and
report on specific issues identified by the SAC. Some subcommittees meet for a limited period
of time, while others continue their work throughout the year or even into the next year.



Organizational subcommittees are intended to be either of short-term duration or to require
minimal time of subcommittee members. The issues addressed by organizational
subcommittees are those that impact the structure or function of SAC, or that provide a benefit
to SAC members (i.e. membership, public relations, member development opportunities).

For the issue-oriented subcommittees, SAC members listed the issues they believed should be
priorities for the committee. After the full State Advisory Committee discussed these issues, the
members then narrowed the list to no more than 3 — 4 significant areas where NH is struggling,
that have been identified as compliance issues from the US Department of Education’s
determination letter or other source, or issues that have been brought to the attention of the
Bureau of Special Education or the SAC.

Based on the priorities identified at the annual retreat, subcommittees were formed. SAC
members self-selected the subcommittee(s) on which they wished to serve, based on their
interests, expertise and concerns. Each SAC member is expected to serve on at least one
subcommittee, with the exception of representatives from the House and Senate Education
committees, who contribute substantial amounts of time in service to the State of NH as
members of the General Court.

Subcommittees that met during this reporting period included:
e Membership Subcommittee
e Public Relations Subcommittee
e Relationships Subcommittee
¢ SAC Policies and Procedures Subcommittee
e Legislative Subcommittee
e CHINS Subcommittee

Additionally, State Advisory Committee members serve as liaisons between the SAC and other
advisory groups.

e Susan Marcotte-Jenkins was SAC'’s liaison to the Interagency Coordinating Council (ICC)
e Raymond Dailey was the SAC liaison to the Indicator 8 Parent Involvement workgroup.

These two groups (the ICC and the Indicator 8 workgroup) have a direct relationship to the
SAC'’s responsibilities and/or priorities. The SAC liaison’s involvement facilitates the smooth
and effective sharing of information between these groups and the SAC.



Active subcommittees report to the full State Advisory Committee at each meeting, including, as
applicable, a written report of the status of the subcommittee’s work and recommendations.
Reports from each subcommittee are included in the next section, “Subcommittee Reports”.

When a subcommittee recommends the SAC take action, the action may take the form of:
o further study and research;
e discussion and analysis by the full committee;

e requests for additional data from the NH Department of Education or other state
departments, agencies and/or organizations;

e written communication, which may include an inquiry, request or recommendations, to
the State Board of Education or Commissioner of the NH Department of Education;

e solicitation of public comment (could be through a forum, survey or other format);
¢ public comment by the SAC on the issue; or

e adecision to change the focus or charge of the subcommittee to better address the
current issues, needs or concerns related to the unmet needs of children with disabilities.

At the retreat, SAC members also developed a schedule for regular SAC meetings. In the past,

meetings have generally been held for 3 hours. This year, the committee decided to try to have

most meetings last for 2 hours, with the understanding that some meetings may need to take an

additional hour. It was agreed that regular meetings would held from 4:30 to 6:30 pm at the NH

Department of Education in Concord, with an additional hour set aside to be used if needed.
Priorities

At the September retreat, the SAC members identified the following priorities:

e CHINS

¢ Public Relations / Relationships (involving interagency resources available to support the
education of children with disabilities); and

e Legislation.



Other issues that were identified by SAC members as being important, but that were not among
the top 3 priorities, based on the vote of SAC members, were:

Impact of budget and state/local levels

What is working — NH’s successes (including dispelling myths/misinterpretations)

Placement and Supports to enable LRE
= Incarcerated persons with disabilities

At subsequent meetings, the SAC identified concerns with the NH Department of Education’s
LRE/placement data and agreed that the data needs to be collected in a way that ensures it is
consistent and has integrity.

Additionally, the SAC determined that the following priority areas should be monitored, to the
extent we the committee is able to do so:

¢ LRE (least restrictive environment)
e SPP/APR
e Complaint and dispute resolution; and

e Special education finance.

Subcommittee Reports

Process Used by Subcommittees

At the September retreat, each issue-oriented subcommittee met and participated in a group
exercise to define the focus of their subcommittee. They were responsible for:

e framing their issue,
e identifying the committee’s desired outcome,

e describing the steps the committee planned to undertake in order to achieve the
outcome;

e deciding how they would inform the SAC about the committee’s work, and

¢ specifying any other information or resources the subcommittee planned to utilize.

10



Membership Subcommittee

Members of the Membership subcommittee: Michelle Rosado, Candace Cole-McCrea, Joan
Holleran, Sarah Cooley and Bonnie Dunham.

This committee’s first priority was to update the membership list so that it was current and
included the members’ terms, committees on which they serve, and roles/agencies they
represent so that gaps or vacancies could be identified. Once this list was updated and in draft
form, it was provided to all members so that they could review the document and make any
corrections. The committee’s goals included ensuring that the membership was complete and
in compliance with statutory requirements, including having a majority of members being
parents of individuals with disabilities, up to age 26.

During the period covered by this report, the following vacant positions were filled:

e Maureen Tracey representing an institution of higher education that prepares special
education and related personnel,

e Eileen Liponis representing chartered public schools;

e Catherine Meister representing the Department of Health and Human Services,
responsible for foster care;

¢ Ross Cunningham, representing a County Correctional Facility, responsible for
administering the provision of special education and related services; and

e Michael Pinard, a parent of a child/children with disabilities, birth to age 26.

The following categories currently have vacancies:
e one local education official, who shall be an administrator;
e one individual representing children with disabilities who are home schooled;
e one representative of a private school approved for special education;
e arepresentative from the state juvenile agency; and

e parents of children with disabilities (up to age 26).

Some strategies identified by the subcommittee were: making every SAC member aware of the
vacancies on the State Advisory Committee so they could identify potential candidates to fill the
vacant positions; and increasing the public’s awareness of SAC. The committee discussed
sending a letter, signed by the chair, to schools and other entities; including information in
newsletters; and highlighting the SAC and any vacancies on the committee in the Department of
Education’s key messages. To increase the comfort level of prospective/new members, it was
proposed that a “veteran” SAC member be paired with a new member for support /mentoring.

11



At the January meeting, SAC members finished giving the membership subcommittee their
updated information. The list of members, including the members’ contact information, terms
roles and organizations/agencies represented, and subcommittees was completed and
distributed to members at the February meeting.

One significant issue that was brought to the State Advisory Committee’s attention was that the
names and contact information for the representatives from the House and Senate Education
committees, who were appointed after the FY year had begun, were not forwarded to the NH
Department of Education, Bureau of Special Education. This led to these members not
receiving meeting reminders from the Bureau. The names of the appointed representatives
from the House and Senate Education committees were only discovered through the efforts of
the membership committee. This issue brought to light the urgent need to have a process for
the State Advisory Committee to be notified when representatives from the House and Senate
Education committee are appointed to serve on State Advisory Committee. The State Advisory
Committee sincerely regrets the inadvertent omission of these appointed members from the list
of SAC members, especially as the oversight impacted their receipt of meeting reminders.

One recommendation is to send a letter to the currently appointed SAC members from the
House and Senate Education committee before the September retreat inviting them to attend
that meeting and to continue attending until a new representative is appointed to the SAC in
their place. Immediately after the November election, it will be important for the chair of SAC,
along with perhaps one or two additional members, to meet with the chair of the House and
Senate Education committees to discuss the important role the representatives from those
committees to SAC and to either be informed of the names of their appointees to the SAC or to
establish a protocol for them to be notified when an appointment has been made.

Prior to the June meeting, emails were sent out to members who has missed several meetings
during the year to emphasize the importance of their role on the SAC and encouraging them to
attend the June meeting, where preliminary discussions on the next year’s priorities would be
held as part of the agenda for the meeting. An email was sent to all SAC members listing the
vacant membership categories and asking for their assistance in identifying prospective
candidates to fill those vacancies. Emails were also sent to new nominees to the SAC,
welcoming them to the committee and expressing the importance of their involvement to ensure
that the committee has the diversity and broad representation it needs to consider all
perspectives and utilize all available resources as it fulfills its responsibilities to advise the NH
Department of Education on the unmet needs of children with disabilities.

12



Public Relations Subcommittee

Members of the Public Relations subcommittee: Bob Blodgett, Kestrel Cole-McCrea, Stacey
Dailey, Rebecca Ladd, and Kerri-Lynn Kimner.

The goal of this committee was to build public awareness of the State Advisory Committee.
Ideas included creating a flyer to distribute to target agencies (i.e. Parent Information Center,
PTAs, etc.), making name tags for SAC members, developing a draft logo for SAC, and working
with the Policies and Procedures subcommittee on the vision statement to use in publicity.
Based on ideas generated by the subcommittee, and using the format of previous SAC
brochures, a draft SAC brochure, “Getting to Know New Hampshire’s State Advisory
Committee” was presented for consideration by the SAC. The draft brochure (which has not yet
been approved by the full SAC) is included in Appendix C.

Relationships Subcommittee

Members of the Relationship subcommittee: Michelle Rosado, Joan Holleran, Raymond Dailey
and Renea Sparks.

The goal of this subcommittee was to conduct an analysis of existing data and fact patterns to
determine if the supports available meet the needs of NH children with disabilities. The
committee’s first step was to work on identifying available resources for school districts through
the NH Department of Education and the Department of Health and Human Services to support
the education of children so they can advise the NH Department of Education of unmet needs
and assist the Department in an advisory capacity in developing and implementing policies
relating to the coordination of services for children/students with disabilities. Steps identified by
the committee to achieve the goal included gathering data from relevant sources, analyzing
data, developing conclusions about the data and formatting recommendations based on those
conclusions.

The committee identified potential partners: the NH Department of Education Department of
Health and Human Services, Area Agencies, school districts and the Institute on Disabilities.

13



SAC Policies and Procedures Subcommittee

Members of the SAC Policies and Procedures subcommittee: Raymond Dailey and Renea
Sparks.

The focus of this subcommittee was to have State Advisory Committee meetings be as smooth
and productive as possible. They discussed setting expectations for how members should
conduct themselves at meetings, establishing procedures, ensuring a quality agenda, and the
possibility of conducting a norm setting exercise for the group. The subcommittee also
considered the benefits of using “Robert’s Rules” at meetings. Based on the structure and
resources of the State Advisory Committee it was decided not to use “Robert’s Rules”, but
rather to follow consistent established guidelines for the meetings. These guidelines included
having meetings start on time, and members getting the agenda for the meeting and then the
meeting minutes in a timely manner. The subcommittee also discussed the possibility of
creating a vision or mission statement for the SAC.

Given that some issues that come before the SAC are time-sensitive, options to facilitate
members voting on these issues were discussed. While there was interest exploring voting by
email or telephone polling, it was agreed that to comply with the right-to-know law and to ensure
open and transparent processes, that all votes would need to be conducted at regularly
scheduled meetings. In response to an extraordinary situation that may require a decision
before the regularly scheduled meeting, the SAC could conduct a special meeting, as long as
appropriate public notice was provided.

Legislative Subcommittee

Members of the Legislative subcommittee: Bonnie Dunham, Kerri-Lynn Kimner, Sue Marcotte-
Jenkins, Sarah Cooley, and Candace Cole-McCrea.

The goal of this subcommittee was to review and inform the SAC about legislation, rules and/or
regulations that impact the education of children with disabilities, the funding of special
education, and other issues that relate to the responsibilities of the SAC with a goal of
supporting legislation on existing, new or emerging issues that will have a positive impact (i.e.
improved outcomes, enhanced opportunities) on children with disabilities and the individuals
who support the education of children with disabilities, including their families, educators and
service providers.

The committee also discussed identifying unmet needs of children with disabilities that are not
being addressed by current or proposed legislation and considering requesting that a Senator or
Representative introduce legislation to meet those needs.

14



Potential partners (sources of information, collaboration assistance or resources) identified by
the subcommittee included: Senators and Representatives who are members of the SAC,
members of the Education and or Finance Committees, other members of the General Court or
Executive branch of NH’s government, and agencies impacted by legislation, rules or
regulations that are subject to existing, filed or proposed legislation (i.e. NAMI-NH, Area
Agencies, the NH Association of Special Education Administrators (NHASEA), NH Department
of Education, and Parent Information Center).

At each regular monthly SAC meeting, the legislative subcommittee provided a report on the
status of House and Senate bills that had a potential impact on special education. The report
included the bill #, title, sponsor(s) and analysis from the NH.gov website. Dates of any
upcoming public hearings, work group meetings or executive sessions related to these bills
were also included in the report to facilitate the involvement of any SAC member wishing to
attend a hearing or session. The monthly report also included the names of members of the
House and Senate Education and Finance committees.

The special education-related bills followed by the committee were: HB 219, HB 309, HB 1268,
HB 1325, HB 1360, HB 1372, HB 1377, HB 1413, HB 1517, HB 1564, HB 1571, HB 1583, HB
1607, HB 1713, SB 300, SB 372, and CACR 12. . An updated report of the status of the bills
being followed is included in Appendix C.

At the January meeting, members of the State Advisory Committee voted to recommend that the
Commissioner oppose 3 bills: two that would substantially reduce resources available to local
school districts (HB 1413 and HB 1517) and one that would place severe restrictions on the NH
DOE and State Board of Education in the rulemaking process (HB 1360). A letter to that effect
was sent to the Commissioner on behalf of the SAC.

For the benefit of SAC members wishing to become more involved in the legislative process, or
seeking a user-friendly resource to share with their stakeholder groups, the Parent Information
Center distributed, “Golden Rules for Dealing with Elected Officials” (see Appendix C).

The exact text of each bill, as well as the bill's analysis, current status and a listing of public
hearings, meetings, work sessions, executive sessions and votes may be accessed on the NH
General Court’s webpage: http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/. If searching by the bill number, it is
important that there be no space between hb (house bill) or sb (senate bill) and the bill number
in the search field. Bill searches may also be conducted using the name of a bill’s sponsor or by
searching for text that may be found in the bill (i.e. key words or phrases, such as “special
education”).

15
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CHINS Subcommittee

Members of the CHINS subcommittee: Stacey Dailey, Kestral Cole-McCrea, Bob Blodgett, Mike
Pinard and Gilbert Oriol.

This subcommittee’s focus was on raising awareness of the changes in the CHINS (Child in
Need of Services) statute (RSA 169-D), and the potential effects these changes might have on
children with disabilities and special education in NH. The State Advisory Committee expressed
strong concerns that the changes in the definition of a “Child in Need of Services” and the
requirements for filing a CHINS petition that would go into effect on September 30, 2011 could
have significant implications on special education. It was identified that these changes would
affect over 500 school-age children.

The committee determined to first identify the changes and present that information to the SAC
to determine if, and how, the issue directly impacts NH students with disabilities, or if it is
primarily an issue that affects children without disabilities and therefore is outside of the purview
of SAC. Based on that information, the committee then determined the appropriate role, if any
for the SAC. The subcommittee would also facilitate a discussion of the full SAC to identify
steps to address areas of concern.

The subcommittee identified the following potential partners and/or resources: NH Department
of Health and Human Services, NH Judicial Branch -Juvenile Delinquency / CHINS, NAMI-NH,
NH Department of Education, Parent Information Center, Disabilities Rights Center, and other
community outreach programs.

At the January meeting, the committee reported that no one seemed to be tracking those
students who are served under CHINS who are also identified as children with disabilities; it
appears that this is only done at the local level and not as part of any statewide database. It is
possible that there is a breakdown in the data at the judicial level where it may be seen as
confidential information being given at that judicial level. However, it may alternatively or also
be an educational issue, particularly if the behavior is a manifestation of the child’s disability, or
if a determination of manifestation needs to be conducted. One recommendation is to ensure
that the child’s educational information is available, where appropriate during judicial
proceedings, including CHINS. The subcommittee has concerns that the new language in the
CHINS statute is too extreme, and may lead to parents and schools not utilizing that system.

The subcommittee found that a typical year previously had about 1000 CHINS filings. During the
first month after the changes to the CHINS statute went into effect only 40 filings were on
record. If this rate remained consistent (became the norm), that would mean that there would
be approximately 500 CHINS petitions filed each year. It has not been possible for the
subcommittee to determine how many children with disabilities are included in that number.

This lack of data has been extremely problematic for the subcommittee.
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The group considered contacting school districts to obtain information about the number of
CHINS petitions filed each year and how many of those are for children with disabilities. After
discussion, it was decided that the committee would seek input from other SAC members and
draft a survey to obtain information about CHINS and children with disabilities. After receiving
input from the full State Advisory Committee, the CHINS subcommittee anticipates narrowing
the survey down to no more than 5 questions. Some of the questions being considered are:

¢ How many CHINS are you filing this year as compared to last year?
e Has the language change [in the CHINS statute] affected your school district/agency?

e What has happened to the students who you would have filed a CHINS on but cannot
this year due to the language change?

e What percentage of children in your district who are involved with CHINS are children
with disabilities? Has that percentage changed since the CHINS statute was revised?

Before the subcommittee finalizes their decision to conduct a survey and the questions to be
included in the survey if one is conducted, they wanted to first gather additional information so
they could ensure the SAC was making informed decisions. In April, subcommittee member Gil
Oriol provided the SAC with data on CHINS cases that were open in 2011. Of the children who
had CHINS petitions filed on their behalf, 25% were coded (identified as eligible for special
education). It was noted that in larger cities, the number rises to 35%. A “snapshot” of the data
showing the open cases in June 2011 may be seen below (adapted from a PDF document
provided to the SAC by Gil Oriol):

452 — ALL YOUTH INVOLVED IN CHINS CASES OPEN DURING JUNE 2011
DO [District Office] Not Coded [Students] Coded [Students] | Grand Total
Berlin - 2 2
Claremont 13 2 16
Concord 14 2 16
Conway 11 - 11
Keene 29 12 41
Laconia 26 12 38
Littleton 14 2 16
Manchester 53 20 73
Nashua 77 19 96
Portsmouth 57 19 76
Rochester 29 9 38
Salem 16 7 23
State Office 3 2 5
SYSC 1 - 1
Grand Total 343 (75.88%) 109 (24.12%) 452
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Now that the subcommittee has concrete data, they will decide how to use that data to more
fully consider the issue of if the statutory changes to CHINS have affected children with
disabilities, school districts and education resources, and if so, how and to what extent. During
the discussion of the issue at the April SAC meeting, it was speculated that there may be an
increased reluctance by parents to have their children “coded”.

Renea Sparks offered to gather information from other special education administrators on their
experiences and insights on this issue. With the data the subcommittee has gathered, she
recommended drafting a letter to send to special education administrators. She is also willing to
survey special education administrators at their annual Academy in August. Candace Cole
McCrea suggested surveying police chiefs, and Joan Holleran suggested looking for summer
college interns in collaboration with Institute on Disability (I0OD) to help conduct surveys.

Maureen Tracey from the Institute on Disability, UCED, at the University of New Hampshire,
whose work involves children with behavioral challenges provided anecdotal feedback on one
student’s experience when he/she was involved with a CHINS petition. Santina Thibedeau,
administrator of the Bureau of Special Education discussed the complex and sometimes
conflicting viewpoints related to CHINS. One overarching question is, given the unique needs
of children with disabilities who experience emotional/behavioral disabilities, how to serve these
children and children without disabilities who are engaging in significant problematic behavior
without blending the two groups together. Other questions would collect information on how
have school districts have had to change their programs/policies, and whether they now have to
offer services that were previously provided through CHINS.

The CHINS subcommittee’s work will extend into the next reporting period for the State Advisory
Committee (9/2012 — 6/2013).

As a separate, but somewhat related issue, there were questions raised about students with
disabilities who are incarcerated in the County Houses of Corrections. The State Advisory
Committee may ask a representative of the House of Corrections talk to the SAC about students
with disabilities who are involved in that system.

Reports from SAC Liaisons
Liaison to the Interagency Collaborating Council (ICC)

Susan Marcotte-Jenkins serves as the State Advisory Committee’s liaison to the ICC. During
this reporting period, Sue provided the SAC with new resource materials from the ICC. She also
reviewed the role of the ICC, gave a brief overview of the Early Childhood Advisory Council
(SPARK NH) and its work, including their newsletter and their soon-to-be available website.
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Sue informed the SAC of the issues being addressed by the ICC, including possible cost-
sharing for early supports and services (ESS). She emphasized that ESS cannot deny service
to a child/family based on their ability to pay. The ESS Service Delivery work group is studying
practices and opportunities that may result in greater cost efficiency.

The OSEP verification visits for Part C have been cancelled. Early Supports and Services is
also in the midst of reviewing NH’s ESS Rules to ensure they comply with the newly published
revised regulations for Part C of IDEA (the part of IDEA that applies to services for infants and
toddlers, birth to age three). It is anticipated that the realignment of the State rules will be done
by June 2013, and that the impact on services will be minimal (it generally involves primarily
changes in language). NH’s Part C rules were last revised in 2009. Bonnie Dunham from the
SAC, representing the Parent Information Center, will participate in some of the workgroup
meetings to revise NH’s Part C rules.

Sue also shared that the Family Outcomes survey for families participating in ESS is now
available electronically, and updated the SAC on the status of NH’s shift to managed care and
how that may impact ESS. The ICC has current openings; SAC members can support the ICC
by passing that information along to parents of children who are currently receiving early
supports and services and who may be interested in serving on the ICC.

Liaison to the Indicator 8 Parent Involvement Workgroup

Raymond Dailey serves as SAC'’s liaison to the Indicator 8 Parent Involvement workgroup.
During the period covered by this report Ray attended regular meetings of the Indicator 8 Parent
Involvement workgroup meetings, and provided updates, including an overview of the parent
survey process for this year, to the State Advisory Committee at the SAC meetings. He
reported that the workgroup found that districts are really looking at data and how they can do
things better. He was impressed with the great ideas coming out of the group. Indicator 8 is
meant to bridge the gaps.

One question asked by SAC members was whether chartered public schools are included in the
survey. Renea Sparks explained the process in their school district where their out-of-district
coordinator is responsible for getting surveys to students enrolled in chartered public schools.
Eileen Liponis, Director of the NH Public Charter Schools Association would like to get more
information to send out to her charter schools. Bonnie Dunham suggested that one of the NH
Department of Education’s projects, NH Connections (conducted by the Parent Information
Center) would be a helpful resource for the NH Public Charter Schools Association.
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Activities / Accomplishments of the SAC

During the period covered by this report, the State Advisory Committee and its members:

Increased the membership of the SAC, adding 4 new members

Were made aware of NH Department of Education, Bureau of Special Education’s
projects and initiatives. SAC members are then able to promote awareness of, and
participation in, initiatives such as the parent involvement survey.

Were provided with an update on preschool special education by Ruth Littlefield. An input
group is exploring the issue of least restrictive environment for preschool students with
disabilities. Ruth discussed looking at where preschools are located and whether
students are able to attend with their typical peers. She discussed the preschool
outcomes and the tools that the districts use. Ruth also shared information about family
engagement with preschools with disabilities, and the role being played by the
Department of Education’s Office of Early Childhood Education.

Raymond Dailey attended the Learning Ally presentation sponsored by the Bureau of
Special Education and Learning Ally. Santina explained the role of Learning Ally, as well
as the free membership to all districts to Learning Ally.

Candace Cole-McCrea made the State Advisory Committee aware of the work the
Cocheco Charter School on the Seacoast has done to develop a memorial at Laconia
State School. The students at the Cocheco Charter School were involved in designing
artwork, music, etc. for a local cemetery for residents of Laconia State School who had
died. The memorial, created with the involvement of residents and staff from the school,
will honor the lives of these individuals. The theme for the work of the Cocheco Charter
School students was: civil rights for youth with disabilities.

Provided information that was included in a statewide newspaper’'s (Hippo Press) feature
article on special education, “Ready To Learn: How special education works in NH” by
Jeff Mucciaro (March 1, 2012). The article’s intent was to increase public awareness of
special education. Bonnie Dunham of SAC and Santina Thibedeau were both
interviewed for the article. The Hippo Press reports that they print and distribute 32,000
copies of their newspaper each week. Their website notes, “more than 206,000 people
read the Hippo from all over Southern New Hampshire and northern Massachusetts”.
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During her “Bureau update”, Santina Thibedeau provided the State Advisory Committee with
information on topics including:

Introducing SAC to new staff at the Bureau of Special Education.

How the NH Department of Education and local school districts used the ARRA funding
they received over the prior two years (NH has completed its reporting to the US
Department of Education). Santina reported that one frequent use of the ARRA funds by
school districts was to purchase IPADs for students. Studies have shown that students
with learning disabilities can really benefit from this new technology.

The NHAIM (NH Accessible Instructional Materials). She also reviewed the new
Learning Ally membership offer that is available free to the districts, and noted that post-
secondary institutions have also taken advantage of this technology.

Upcoming workshops, trainings, staff development opportunities and conferences,
including: “Building a System of Care for NH children”, a statewide leadership summit to
support student behavioral health (4/17/2012), presented by the Institute on Disability,
UCED at UNH.

A discussion of the article in the Union Leader about the decline of student enrollment;
why this is, and what do school districts have to do regarding the decline. Santina has
been gathering information about how this is impacting special education. There has
been a decrease in IEPs from 2007 to 2011.

Updates on several Bureau initiatives, including the Master Education Surrogate Parent,
NH Family and School Partnership Initiative, NHAIM, Technical Assistance (TA) supports
for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing.

Dan Habib’s new movie “Who cares about Kelsey”, about “at risk” students, which
received funding support from the Bureau of Special Education. Dan also produced the
nationally recognized movie, “Including Samuel”’. The NH Department of Education and
several SAC members were involved in a group that provided input into the preliminary
development of “dialogue guides” to accompany the video and facilitate schools, parents
and other stakeholders’ discussions of the video, with the goals of increasing public
awareness and encouraging positive systems change. Dan will also be making other
supplemental films for training purposes.

Maureen Tracey reported that Dan Habib is willing to show the movie to SAC. Since the
movie runs for nearly 1% hours, it would necessitate either a special meeting or an
adjustment in the agenda for one of SAC’s regular meetings.
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Dick Cohen also shared information about upcoming screenings of “Who Cares About
Kelsey”. The Disabilities Rights Center hosted a series of showings of the movie at the
Red River theatre in Concord. Dick reported that the movie provides a very compelling
perspective of a student with significant behavior issues at the high school level. SAC
members were referred to the Disabilities Rights Center’s website, www.drcnh.org where
they can obtain posters and brochures.

A review of the process of the APH (American Printing House) count for print disabled
and blind students. This years’ count has 211 students who qualify. Each student who
gualifies helps in bringing in more dollars/credits to the state. Santina announced that on
a national level, Adrienne shoemaker, a teacher of the visually impaired from the
Concord School District has been chosen as the 2012 APH scholar. In response to a
guestion by Dick Cohen, it was noted that this count is not limited to students who have
IEPs. Students with 504 plans would also qualify for the APH count.

An update on the “Common Core State Standards”. Santina reported that the NH
Department of Education is now seeing some consistency in curriculum throughout the
neighboring states and NH.

Recognition of the graduates of Granite State High School, Santina spoke of their
success in the program. Bureau of Special Education staff attended the graduation.

A report that, per the OSEP memao, school districts will be experiencing a 1.5% reduction
in IDEA funds. Santina discussed the supports that the Bureau is offering districts.
(Note: this amount was later adjusted to be a 1.89% decrease.)

Recognition of a 4™ grade student who is blind and who was asked to sing at a meeting
of the Governor and Council.

The release of the NH Deaf Education Guidelines, a product of the NH Deaf and Hearing
Education Initiative Project. The project began with issuing an RFP, for which Northeast
Deaf and Hard of Hearing Services was awarded the contract. They entered into a two
year guideline process which involved a new support for learning, a new structure,
identified standards, some IDEA requirements, best practices and how to involve deaf
students etc. Two NASDSE experts Gaylen Pugh and Cheryl Johnson attended the
meeting in support of the guidelines. They commented that the NH Deaf Education
Guidelines are the best they have seen. There will be three additional rollouts before the
end of June 2012. SAC members asked questions on auditory processing and if they
spoke on that at the roll out. Kim Pelkey would be glad to attend a SAC meeting to speak
on it.
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e A PowerPoint on “NH Leadership Best Practices in Education.” SAC members asked for
the PowerPoint to be e-mailed to them and also posted to the DOE website.

e A review of the initiative for Data Driven Enterprise (DDE) and their scheduled visit to
interview SAC members. The program evaluation conducted by Data Driven Enterprise
was an eight month project with the intent of monitoring the Bureau’s program approval,
looking at data and how it is collected. Dick Cohen from the Disabilities Rights Center
explained the history and intent of the legislation requiring an external evaluation every
10 years and how Data Driven Enterprise was selected.

e SAC members took part in an interview conducted by Mike Warych of Data Driven
Enterprise to provide input on NH’s program approval and monitoring processes.

e SAC members arranged for and attended a presentation given by Susan Wagner and
Mark Mlawer of Data Driven Enterprises on 6/19/2012 summarizing their Independent
Program Evaluation and Quality Assurance report. Seven members of SAC (Dick
Cohen, Bonnie Dunham, Renea Sparks, Ray Dailey, Stacey Dailey, Candace Cole-
McCrae and Jennifer Evans) attended, along with two Santina Thibedeau and McKenzie
Harrington of the Bureau of Special Education, Alan Pardy of the NH Association of
Special Education Administrators, Jane Bergeron, Maryanne Byrne and Ed Hendrie from
SERESC, and Jennifer Doloff, special education administrator.

Joan Holleran, representative to the State Advisory Committee from the Bureau of Vocational
Rehabilitation was asked by OSEP to attend an upcoming conference and to bring a student
representative. Joan asked a 17-year old NH student to attend the conference and he agreed.
This young man will be speaking with a guidance counselor at the conference and will be
speaking to many across the country.

In August, Bonnie Dunham attended the annual OSEP Leadership conference, along with
Santina Thibedeau and other staff from the NH Department of Education, Bureau of Special
Education and the director of NH’s Parent Training and Information (PTI) Center (Parent
Information Center). The OSEP Leadership conference is a multi-day program with general
sessions for the entire group, as well as separate workshops intended to meet the needs of
parents/parent centers, state education agencies, special education administrators, and state
advisory panels (in NH the state advisory panel is called the State Advisory Committee on the
Education of Children with Disabilities).

Bonnie also attended the NH State Family Support Conference where she presented as part of
a panel on current and emerging issues impacting individuals with disabilities, their families and
the service delivery system. Bonnie offered to bring brochures to the conference from any SAC
members’ agencies/organizations to be available to participants through the conference’s
resource area. Hundreds of parents of children with disabilities attend this annual conference.
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Unmet Needs and Recommendations

Members of the State Advisory Committee bring feedback, issues and concerns from the
stakeholder groups they represent to the SAC. The committee is then able to discern if the
issue is one that falls under the SAC’s purview, or if there may be another, more appropriate
agency/organization to which the individual/group raising the issue may be referred. If the
committee decides that the issue is relevant to SAC’s statutory responsibilities and the priorities
that have been identified by the year, a follow-up plan is developed. Among the issues brought
before the SAC during the period covered by this report were:

e Candace Cole-McCrea reported that she participates on the list serve for graduates of
the Institute on Disability’s Leadership series. She noted that a number of parents on the
list serve have raised complaints about special education issues, and suggested that we
might want to invite them to a future SAC meeting.

e Bonnie noted that in previous years, SAC has hosted public forums in various regions
around the state to solicit input from parents, educators and others. Some of the forums
were topic specific, while others were more general, “what’s working; what’s not” forums.

e Dick Cohen brought up use of seclusion rooms and suggested that SAC discuss it
further. Maureen Tracey added that in her experience seclusion rooms are used with
students in younger grades, not so much with high school age students. Several SAC
members have also heard concerns related to the use of restraint and/or seclusion rooms
(sometimes referred to as “time-out rooms” in an attempt to minimize their impact).

There have also been reports of “Rifton chairs” being used as a form of restraint instead
of for their intended use.

Candace Cole-McCrea expressed that she would like to see NH be the first state to not
rely on suspensions. She would like to see mentoring etc, instead of seclusion.

e Several SAC members expressed an interest in having a guest speaker present to the
State Advisory Committee on the topic of auditory processing. It was recommended that
we ask Kim Pelkey to be the speaker.

e After reviewing the report from Data Driven Enterprise, the State Advisory Committee will
determine what type, if any, of response and/or follow-up activities should be undertaken.
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Appendix A:

Membership, Roles and Attendance




State Advisory Committee on the Education of Children with Disabilities — Attendance for 2011 — 2012 Year
SAC - Advising the NH Department of Education — Per RSA 186-C:3-b

Membershio R ) N c inf ] Term Attendance for Meeting Held in:
embership Requirement: ame ontact Information Expires | g1 ‘ T ‘ m ‘ 2 ‘ 2 ‘ e ‘ _ ‘ a2
PO Box 779
Jeffrey St. Cyr Alton, NH 03809-0779 Members_. of the S_ena_lte Education committees are
. ’ (603) 875-5473 not appointed until mid-way through the year
2 members of the House education .
. ; jeffrey.stcyr@Ileq.state.nh.us
committee, appointed by t_he speaker of 53 Maple Square
the House of Representatives Kathleen Franklin, NH 03235-1351 Members of the Senate Education committees are
Lauer-Rego (603) 934-8223 not appointed until mid-way through the year
kathyrago4nh@yahoo.com
Legislative Office Building, Room 103-A Members of the Senate Education committees are
33 North State Street not appointed until mid-way through the year.
Nancy Stiles Concord, NH 03301_ Senator Stiles was appointed as a Rep_resentative
(603) 271-3093 (office) / 601-6591 (h) during her previous term, and has continued her
2 members of the Senate education nancy.stiles@leqg.state.nh.us appointment as a Senator. She attended meetings
committee, appointed by the President of nstiles@comcast.net in November & February.
the Senate Statehouse, Room 120
107 North Main Street . .
ol Keley | Concod, N4 0320
(603) 271-3207
molly.kelly@leg.state.nh.us
One representative of a vocational, Lifeshare Management Group, Inc.
community, or business organization Gilbert Oriol 175 Ammon Drive, Unit 210 Term 1
concerned with the provision of transition Director of Child Manchester, NH 03103 expires X X X X X
services to children/ students with Operations (603) 644-6955, ext 19 12/1/12
disabilities g.oriol@lifeshareinc.org
Joan Holleran, NH Department of Education
Administrator of 21 Fruit Street Term 2
One state education official External Relations, | Concord, NH 03301 expires X X X X X
Vocational (603) 271-3530 5/4/13
Rehabilitation jholleran@ed.state.nh.us _ % % % % % % %
One local education official, who shall be | / ’///’/////’///’///’///
an administrator Vacant %/ %%%%%%
Ambherst/Mont Vernon School District-
Kerri-Lynn Kimner SAU #39, PO Box 849 Term 2
(is also a parent) Amherst, NH 03031 expires X X X X X
(603) 345-7228 2/17/13
2 teachers, one of whom shall be a Kkimner@spri
. . prise.com
special education teacher
233 Stage Road Term 1
Bob Blodgett gg:g’dq'\égfg@?gsgn com expires X X
: 10/4/13

(603) 542-1190 (h) / (603) 991-8556 (c)
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Contact Information

Term

Attendance for Meeting Held in:

Expires A1 | 112 | 212 | 312 | 412 | 512
39 Mill Lane Term 2
. Hampton Falls, NH 03844 -
Raymond Dailey | g17.8472 () / 929-7994 (w) Sxpse X X% |
redailey@daileyed.com
39 Mill Lane Term 1
Stacey Dailey ngnagtg;]g':?g;’\éw) 03844 expires X X X X
sdailey@daileyed.com 10/4/12
298 Highrange Road
Term 2
. Londonderry, NH 03053 -
Colleen Ellis (603) 432-9090 (h) / 505-2971 (c) / e
429-1600 (w) / colleenellis@hotmail.com
Parents of children/students with 255 Twin Bridge Road Term 2
disabilities. A simple majority of the New Boston, NH 03070 .
members of the committee shall be Cheryl Paquette (603) 487-3636 / 726-6562 (c) g;(fér/ié X
individuals with disabilities or parents of cherylpaguette255@comcast.net
children/students with disabilities 32 Jacob Ave Term 1
. . Hooksett, NH 03106 -
Mike Pinard (603) 622-8137 / 622-2793 oxples XX X X X
mikepinard@comcast.net
786 Bedford Road
. New Boston, NH 03070 Term 2
Linda Hunt Expires X
(603) 540-7254 2/13/13
lindamariehunt@comcast.net
6 Pine Crest Road
Bow, NH 03304 Term 2
Audrey Burke (603) 860-7015 (c) expires X X
audburke@yahoo.com 10/6/13
13 Aglipay Drive
Susan Frenette Amherst, NH 03031-2131 Z)?r?r]ei
(603) 598-9213 (h) / 345-9472 (c) p
5/14/13
sfrenette@comcast.net
11 Hope Lane
_ N Sue Bow, NH 03304 Term 2 « Ix Ix Ix Ix Ix
There are some openings for additional Marcotte-Jenkins (603) 228-3967 %%?L:Sa

parent members of SAC

Jenkins9132@comcast.net

Guests attending SAC meetings: Santina Thibedeau, Bureau of Special Education (all meetings); Ruth Littlefield, Bureau of Special Education (November); Nick

Mclintyre, Americorp Intern working on the Homeless Education program (January, February & March); Dana Leeper, Intern working on the Homeless Education program
(February & March); Jennifer Evans, considering joining SAC (February); Eileen Liponis, being nominated for SAC membership (March), Catherine Meister, Department of

Health and Human Services (April); Alan Party, NH Association of Special Education Administrators (April); and Mike Warych, Data Driven Enterprises (April)

Note: In November, Ross Cunningham was appointed as the representative from the County Houses of Corrections; in March, it was unanimously recommended that
Jennifer Evans and Eileen Liponis names’ be submitted to the Governor for SAC membership; Maureen Tracey was approved by UNH as their representative. In April,
Catherine Meister was recommended to serve as SAC'’s representative from the DHHS, responsible for foster care.
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Appendix B:

Template for Meeting Agenda




State Advisory Committee (SAC) For Children with Disabilities
Advising the NH Department of Education per RSA 186-C:3-b
[Date]

NH Department of Education ~ Room 15
4:30pm - 6:30 pm
TEMPLATE FOR REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

Note regarding the April 2012 agenda: Please note that this month’s agenda includes a unique opportunity

for SAC to give input to the group conducting the review of NH's Program Approval & Monitoring Systems.

Because of the timing of the request from the evaluator, it was not possible to arrange a separate time for us
to meet with them, which necessitated modifying the regular agenda for April 4™.

4:30 pm ~ Welcome & Introductions, Approval of Minutes, Correspondence & Announcements
4:45 pm ~ Public Comment
4:50 pm ~ Old Business, Updates, Current Events, Bureau Updates

5:15 pm ~ Subcommittee Reports & Related Discussions:
[Agenda includes a listing of current subcommittees]

5:45 pm ~ New Business
5:40 pm ~ Public Comment
5:45 pm — 6:15 pm ~ Subcommittees time to meet

6:15 pm ~ Subcommittees Report Back (For Issues Where SAC Action is Requested)

The State Advisory Committee's responsibilities include the following.
= Advise the New Hampshire Department of Education regarding unmet needs within the state
related to the education of children/students with disabilities.
= Provide an annual report to the Governor and the State Legislature on the status of education
of children with disabilities in New Hampshire.
= Comment publicly on the state plan and rules and regulations proposed for issuance by the
state regarding the education of children with disabilities.

= Assist the state in developing and reporting such information and evaluations as may assist
the U.S. Secretary of Education in the performance of responsibilities under Section 618 of
the Individuals with Disabilities Act.

= Advise the Department of Education in developing corrective action plans to address findings
identified in federal monitoring reports.

= Advise the Department of Education in developing and implementing policies relating to the
coordination of services for children/students with disabilities.

= Advise the Department of Education on the education of eligible children with disabilities who
have been convicted as adults and incarcerated in adult prisons.
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Educational Surrogate Parent Program

NH House of Corrections (liaison to school districts)
APEX Il

NH Connections

NH Deaf and Hard of Hearing Initiative

NH Audiobook Lending Program

National Center of Accessible Instructional Materials Targeted Technical Assistance
in NH

NH Instructional Materials Center

Preschool Technical Assistance Network

Preschool Outcome Measurement System Technical Assistance

Supporting Successful Early Childhood Transitions (SSECT)

Mentorship

Technical Assistance to Local School Districts

IEP Team Meeting Facilitation Program

Monitoring of Districts for Special Education & Approval for Special Education Programs

Resource / Contact Information for the Bureau of Special Education

Draft brochure — “Getting to Know New Hampshire’s State Advisory Committee on
the Education of Children with Disabilities”

Status of Bills Introduced in the 2011-2012 Legislative Session with a Potential
Impact on Special Education

“Golden Rules for Advocates when Dealing with Elected Officials” by the Parent
Information Center

Executive Summary of Program Evaluation by Data Driven Enterprises, with
additional materials to accompany their 6/19/1012 presentation




Summary information from NH’s SPP/APR and the 6/2011 Determination Letter Identifying NH’s Status and Areas of Concern

Indicator

Status*

1.

Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma.

2.

Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school.

Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:

A. Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP targets for
the disability subgroup.

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs.

C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.

Rates of suspension and expulsion:
A. Percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a
school year for children with IEPs.

Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:

A. Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;

B. Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; and

C. In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.

Percent of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a:

A. Regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early
childhood program; and

B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility.

Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate improved:

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy); and
C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a
means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.

Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that
is the result of inappropriate identification.

Favorable — 0%

10.

Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the
result of inappropriate identification.

Favorable — 0%

11.

Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation or, if the State
establishes a timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted, within that timeframe.

Favorable — 95%

12.

Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and
implemented by their third birthdays.

Favorable — 97%

13.

Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are
annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that
will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition
services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are
to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team
meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.




Indicator Status*

Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and were:

A. Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.

14. | B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.

C. Enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in
some other employment within one year of leaving high school.

General supervision system (including monitoring, complaints, hearings, etc.) identifies and corrects noncompliance as soon as

—_ 0,
possible but in no case later than one year from identification. Favorable — 99%

15.

Percent of signed written complaints with reports issued that were resolved within 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for
16. | exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint, or because the parent (or individual or organization) and the public
agency agree to extend the time to engage in mediation or other alternative means of dispute resolution, if available in the State.

Problem / Issue —
60% compliance

Percent of adjudicated due process hearing requests that were adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that is properly

_ 0,
extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party or in the case of an expedited hearing, within the required timelines. Favorable —100%

17.

18. | Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

19. | Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements.

Problem / Issue —

20. | State reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate. .
92% compliance

NH has been determined to be in need of assistance in implementing the requirements of Part B of IDEA. NH was, however, praised for reporting valid and
reliable data for all indicators.

Excerpt from Determination Letter: “... we did not consider whether a State was in compliance with the requirement in section 612(a)(18)(A) to maintain State
financial support for special education and related services. This is a key component of a State’s eligibility for a grant under Part B of the IDEA. However,
because the statute provides a specific remedy when a State is not in compliance with this provision (and the Department is taking action consistent with the
statute) and recognizing that this is the first time that a number of States have failed to meet this requirement, the Department decided not to include compliance
with this provision in the determinations process this year. The Department is actively considering including a State’s compliance with this requirement in the
2012 determinations.”

Excerpt from Determination Letter: “The State’s determinations for FFYs 2005, 2006, 2007 and 2008 were also needs assistance. “... if a State is determined to
need assistance for two consecutive years, the Secretary must take one or more of the following actions: (1) advise the State of available sources of technical
assistance that may help the State address the areas in which the State needs assistance; (2) direct the use of State-level funds on the area or areas in which the State
needs assistance; or (3) identify the State as a high-risk grantee and impose Special Conditions on the State’s Part B grant award. [Therefore] the Secretary is
advising the State of available sources of technical assistance related to Indicator(s) 16 (State Complaint Timelines) and 20 (State Reported Data). A list of sources of
technical assistance related to the SPP/APR indicators is available by clicking on the “Technical Assistance Related to Determinations” box on ... “The Right IDEA”
Web site at: http://therightidea.tadnet.org/technicalassistance. You will be directed to a list of indicators. Click on specific indicators for a list of centers, documents,
Web seminars and other sources of relevant technical assistance for that indicator. For the indicator(s) listed above, your State must report with its FFY 2010 APR
submission, due February 1, 2012, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of
that technical assistance. The extent to which your State takes advantage of available technical assistance for these indicators may affect the actions OSEP takes
under section 616 should your State not be determined to meet requirements next year.”



http://therightidea.tadnet.org/technicalassistance

New Hampshire Part B FFY 2009 SPP/APR Response Table
Provided by the US Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs

Monitoring Priorities &
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

1. Percent of youth with IEPs
graduating from high school with
a regular diploma.

[Results Indicator]

The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012, and
improvement activities through FFY 2012, and OSEP accepts those
revisions.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator are 91.11%. The
State compared the data to the FFY 2008 618 data of 71%. The State
met its FFY 2009 target of 75%.

The State reported that its Consolidated State Performance Report
(CSPR) did not include graduation rate data for students with disabilities.
However, the State indicated that it was able to use the CSPR actual
data and the ESEA calculation to determine the 2008-2009 graduation
rate for students with disabilities for the FFY 2009 APR submission, even
though the data were not reported in the CSPR.

The State provided a detailed progress report in its APR on the status of
implementing a data collection system that will allow the State to
calculate the graduation rate in accordance with 34 CFR §200.19.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to improve
performance.

2. Percent of youth with IEPs
dropping out of high school.

[Results Indicator]

The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012, and
improvement activities through FFY 2012, and OSEP accepts those
revisions. The State indicated that stakeholders were provided an
opportunity to comment on the targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator are 2.3%. This
represents progress from the FFY 2008 data of 4.53%. The State met its
FFY 2009 target of 3.4%.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to improve
performance.

3. Participation and performance of
children with IEPs on statewide
assessments:

A. Percent of the districts with a
disability subgroup that meets
the State’s minimum “n” size that
meet the State’s AYP targets for

the disability subgroup.

[Results Indicator]

The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012, and
improvement activities through FFY 2012, and OSEP accepts those
revisions. The State indicated that stakeholders were provided an
opportunity to comment on the targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator are 24.63%. These
data represent slippage from the FFY 2008 data of 34%. The State did
not meet is FFY 2009 target of 46%.

OSEP looks forward to the State’s data
demonstrating improvement in performance in
the FFY 2010 APR, due February 1, 2012.




Monitoring Priorities &
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

3. Participation and performance of
children with IEPs on statewide
assessments:

B. Participation rate for children with
IEPs.

[Results Indicator]

The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012, and
improvement activities through FFY 2012, and OSEP accepts those
revisions. The State indicated that stakeholders were provided an
opportunity to comment on the targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator are 97.71% for
reading and 97.81% for math. The State’s FFY 2008 data for this
indicator were 98.21% for reading and 97.94% for math. The State
met its FFY 2009 targets of 97%.

The State provided a Web link to 2009 publicly-reported assessment
results. However, the data posted at the Web link provided by the
State do not show that the State met the reporting requirements in 34
CFR 8300.160(f), for the following reason: the data do not provide the
number of children with disabilities who were provided
accommodations in order to participate in those assessments at the
State, district and school levels. The State reported that it did not
include this data because all students in the State, including
nondisabled students, are eligible for test accommodations as
determined appropriate on an individual basis.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to improve
performance.

The State did not report publicly on the
participation of children with disabilities on
statewide assessments at the district and school
level with the same frequency and in the same
detail as it reports on the assessments of
nondisabled children, as required by 34 CFR
8300.160(f).

Specifically, the State has not reported the
number of children with disabilities in regular
assessments who were provided accommodations
(that did not result in an invalid score) in order to
participate in those assessments. The failure to
publicly report as required under 34 CFR
§300.160(f) is noncompliance.

Within 90 days of the receipt of this response
table, the State must provide a Web link that
demonstrates it has reported to the public on the
statewide assessments of children with disabilities
in accordance with 34 CFR 8§300.160(f). In
addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY
2010 APR, due February 1, 2012, the State must
continue to include a Web link that demonstrates
compliance with 34 CFR §300.160(f).

3. Participation and performance of
children with disabilities on
statewide assessments:

C. Proficiency rate for children with
IEPs against grade level,
modified and alternate academic
achievement standards.

[Results Indicator]

The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012, and
improvement activities through FFY 2012, and OSEP accepts those
revisions. The State indicated that stakeholders were provided an
opportunity to comment on the targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012.

The State’s reported data for this indicator are 38.45% for reading and
33.96% for math. These data represent progress from the FFY 2008
data of 35.18% for reading and 29.22% for math.

The State did not meet its FFY 2009 targets of 63.01% for reading and
69.13% for math.

The State provided a Web link to 2009 publicly-reported assessment
results.

OSEP looks forward to the State’s data
demonstrating improvement in performance in the
FFY 2010 APR, due February 1, 2012.




Monitoring Priorities &
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next
Steps

4.

A.

Rates of suspension and
expulsion:

Percent of districts that have a
significant discrepancy in the
rate of suspensions and
expulsions of greater than 10
days in a school year for
children with IEPs; and

[Results Indicator]

The State revised the baseline and target for FFY 2009 for this indicator and OSEP accepts
those revisions. The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012, and an improvement
activity through FFY 2012, and OSEP accepts those revisions. The State indicated that
stakeholders were provided an opportunity to comment on the revised targets for FFY 2011
and the targets for FFY 2012.

The State FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator are 2.87%. OSEP was unable to
determine whether there was progress or slippage because the State revised the methodology
for calculating this indicator. The State met its FFY 2009 target of 2.87%.

State reported its definition of “significant discrepancy.”

The State reported that eight out of 174 districts did not meet the State-established minimum
“n” of 11 children with IEPs in the district and four students with IEPs suspended or expelled for
greater than ten days and were excluded from the calculation.

The State reported that it reviewed the LEAs’ policies, procedures, and practices related to the
development and implementation of IEPS, the use of positive behavioral interventions and
supports, and procedural safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA, as required by 34
CFR 8300.170(b) for the LEAs identified with significant discrepancies based on FFY 2008
data. The State did not identify noncompliance through this review.

OSEP appreciates the
State’s efforts to improve
performance.

Rates of suspension and
expulsion:

. Percent of districts that have:

(a) a significant discrepancy,
by race or ethnicity, in the rate
of suspensions and expulsions
of greater than 10 days in a
school year for children with
IEPs; and (b) policies,
procedures or practices that
contribute to the significant
discrepancy and do not comply
with requirements relating to
the development and
implementation of IEPs, the
use of positive behavioral
interventions and supports,
and procedural safeguards.

[Compliance Indicator]

The State provided FFY 2009 baseline, using FFY 2008 data, targets for FFY 2010, FFY 2011,
and FFY 2012, and improvement activities through FFY 2012 for this indicator and OSEP
accepts the State’s submission for this indicator.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported baseline is 0%.
State reported its definition of “significant discrepancy.”

The State reported that four districts were identified as having a significant discrepancy by race
or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than ten days in a school year
for children with IEPs. The State also reported that no districts were identified as having
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not
comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of
positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

The State reported that it reviewed the LEAS’ policies, procedures, and practices related to the
development and implementation of IEPS, the use of positive behavioral interventions and
supports, and procedural safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA, as required by 34
CFR 8300.170(b) for the LEAs identified with significant discrepancies based on FFY 2008
data. The State did not identify any noncompliance through this review.

The State reported that nine out of 174 districts did not meet the State-established minimum
“n” of 11 children with IEPs in any racial/ethnic subgroup in the district and four students with
IEPs suspended or expelled for greater than ten days in the population of students with IEPs in
each race and ethnic category and were excluded from the calculation.

OSEP appreciates the
State’s efforts to improve
performance.

OSEP will be carefully
reviewing each State’s
methodology for identifying
“significant discrepancy” and
will contact the State if there
are questions or concerns.




Monitoring Priorities &
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

5. Percent of children with IEPs
aged 6 through 21 served:

A.Inside the regular class 80% or
more of the day;

B.Inside the regular class less than
40% of the day; or

C.In separate schools, residential
facilities, or homebound/hospital
placements.

[Results Indicator]

The State revised the baseline and FFY 2009 and FFY 2010 targets for this indicator and
OSEP accepts those revisions. The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012,
and improvement activities through FFY 2012, and OSEP accepts those revisions. The

State indicated that stakeholders were provided an opportunity to comment on the
revised targets and targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator are:

FEY 2009
FFY 2008 Revised FFY 2009 Proaress
Data Baseline Target crogress
Data
A. % Inside the regular class
80% or more of the day 45.02 48.71 48.71
B. % Inside the regular class
less than 40% of the day 26.98 19.18 19.18
C. % In separate schools,
residential facilities, or
homebound/hospital 320 2.82 2.82
placements

The State provided revised baseline data using FFY 2009 data. Therefore, OSEP is not
comparing the FFY 2009 data to FFY 2008 data. The State met its revised FFY 2009

targets.

OSEP appreciates the State’s
efforts to improve performance.

6. Percent of children aged 3
through 5 with IEPs attending a:

A. Regular early childhood program
and receiving the majority of
special education and related
services in the regular early
childhood program; and

B. Separate special education
class, separate school or
residential facility.

[Results Indicator; New]

The State is not required to report on this indicator in the FFY 2009 APR.

The State is not required to
report on this indicator in the
FFY 2010 APR, due February
1, 2012.




Monitoring Priorities &
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next
Steps

7. Percent of preschool

children age 3 through 5
with IEPs who
demonstrate improved:

. Positive social-emotional
skills (including social
relationships);

. Acquisition and use of
knowledge and skills
(including early
language/communication
and early literacy); and

. Use of appropriate
behaviors to meet their
needs.

[Results Indicator]

The State revised the baseline and FFY 2009 and FFY 2010 targets for this indicator and OSEP
accepts those revisions.

The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012, and improvement activities through FFY
2012, and OSEP accepts those revisions. The State indicated that stakeholders were provided an
opportunity to comment on the revised targets and targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator are:

FEY 2009
Summary Statement 1 % Reyised %
e Baseline Data -arget
Outcome A:
Positive social-emotional skills 63.8% 66.3% 66.3%
(including social relationships) (%)
Outcome B:
Ac_quis_ition a_md use of knowledge and 65.7% 67.1% 67.1%
skills (including early language/
communication) (%)
Outcome C:
Use of appropriate behaviors to meet 78.7% 68.5% 68.5%
their needs (%)
FFY 2009
Summary Statement 2 % Reyised %
— Baseline Data -arget
Outcome A:
Positive social-emotional skills 82.1% 71.3% 71.3%
(including social relationships) (%)
Outcome B:
Ac_quis_ition a_md use of knowledge and 75 8% 53.4% 53.4%
skills (including early language/
communication) (%)
Outcome C:
Use of appropriate behaviors to meet 78.7% 63.1% 63.1%
their needs (%)

The State provided revised baseline data using FFY 2009 data. Therefore, OSEP is not comparing
the FFY 2009 data to FFY 2008 data. The State met its revised FFY 2009 targets for this indicator.

The State must report
progress data and actual
target data for FFY 2010
with the FFY 2010 APR,
due February 1, 2012.




Monitoring Priorities &
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next
Steps

8. Percent of parents with a child
receiving special education
services who report that schools
facilitated parent involvement as
a means of improving services
and results for children with
disabilities.

[Results Indicator]

The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012, and improvement activities through
FFY 2012, and OSEP accepts those revisions. The State indicated that stakeholders were
provided an opportunity to comment on the targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator is 47%. These data represent progress
from the FFY 2008 data of 45%. The State met its FFY 2009 target of 34%.

In its description of its FFY 2009 data, the State addressed whether the response group was
representative of the population.

OSEP appreciates the
State’s efforts to improve
performance.

9. Percent of districts with
disproportionate representation
of racial and ethnic groups in
special education and related
services that is the result of
inappropriate identification.

[Compliance Indicator]

The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012, and improvement activities through
FFY 2012, and OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator are 0%. These data remain unchanged
from the FFY 2008 data of 0%. The State met its FFY 2009 target of 0%.

The State provided its definition of “disproportionate representation.”

The State reported that 161 of 174 districts did not meet the State-established minimum “n”
size requirement of 40 students enrolled in the district in two or more racial/ethnic subgroups,
and within those subgroups at least ten students identified as receiving special education and
related services, and were excluded from the calculation.

The State reported that three districts were identified with disproportionate representation of
racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services. The State also reported
that no district was identified with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in
special education and related services that was the result of inappropriate identification.

OSEP appreciates the
State’s efforts regarding
this indicator.

10. Percent of districts with
disproportionate representation
of racial and ethnic groups in
specific disability categories that
is the result of inappropriate
identification.

[Compliance Indicator]

The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012, and improvement activities through
FFY 2012, and OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator are 0%. These data remain unchanged
from the FFY 2008 data of 0%. The State met its FFY 2009 target of 0%.

The State reported that one district was identified with disproportionate representation of racial
and ethnic groups in specific disability categories. The State also reported that zero districts
were identified with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific
disability categories that was the result of inappropriate identification.

The State provided its definition of “disproportionate representation.”

The State reported that 161 of 174 districts did not meet the State-established minimum “n
size requirement of 40 students enrolled in the district in two or more racial/ethnic subgroups,
and within those subgroups at least ten students identified in specific disability categories for
the racial/ethnic subgroup being compared, and were excluded from the calculation.

OSEP appreciates the
State’s efforts regarding
this indicator.




Monitoring Priorities &
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision
Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

11. Percent of children who were The State provided targets for FFY 2011 | OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts and looks forward to reviewing in the FFY
evaluated within 60 days of and FFY 2012, and improvement 2010 APR, due February 1, 2012, the State’s data demonstrating that it is in
receiving parental consent for activities through FFY 2012, and OSEP compliance with the timely initial evaluation requirements in 34 CFR
initial evaluation or, if the State accepts those revisions. §300.301(c)(1). Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for
establishes a timeframe within The State’s EEY 2009 reported data for FFY 2009, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance
which the evaluation must be S 9 T?] Stat ised reflected in the data the State reported for this indicator.
conducted, within that this |nd|catqr are 95%. ne State revise . . _ .
timeframe. the calculation to ap.pr'opnately reflect the | When reporting on th.e correction of noncomphance., the State must report, in its

measurement for this indicator. FFY 2010 APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance reflected
[Compliance Indicator] Therefore, OSEP is not comparing the in the FFY 2009 data the State reported for this indicator: (1) is correctly
FFY 2009 data to the FFY 2008 data. implementing 34 CFR §300.301(c)(1) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based
The State did not meet its FFY 2009 on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-
target of 100%. site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has completed the evaluation,
. although late, for any child whose initial evaluation was not timely, unless the
gggirlséztgffgﬁéfﬂ;ﬂ;;gg i?jtr?riflid in child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP
FEY 2008 for this indicator were Memorandum 09-02, dated October _17, 1008 (O_S_EP Memo 09-02). Inthe
corrected in a timely manner FF\_( 2010 APR, t_he State must describe the specific actions that were taken to
' verify the correction.
If the State does not report 100% compliance in the FFY 2010 APR, the State
must review its improvement activities and revise them, if necessary.
12. Percent of children referred by The State provided targets for FFY 2011 | OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts and looks forward to reviewing in the FFY

Part C prior to age 3, who are
found eligible for Part B, and
who have an IEP developed
and implemented by their third
birthdays.

[Compliance Indicator]

and FFY 2012, and improvement
activities through FFY 2012, and OSEP
accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for
this indicator are 97%. These data
represent progress from the FFY 2008
data of 95%. The State did not meet its
FFY 2009 target of 100%.

The State reported that all 21 of its
findings of noncompliance identified in
FFY 2008 based on FFY 2007 data for
this indicator were corrected in a timely
manner.

2010 APR, due February 1, 2012, the State’s data demonstrating that it is in
compliance with the early childhood transition requirements in 34 CFR
§300.124(b). Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY
2009, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance
reflected in the FFY 2009 data the State reported for this indicator.

When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in its
FFY 2010 APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance reflected
in the data the State reported for this indicator: (1) is correctly implementing 34
CFR 8§300.124(b) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of
updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or
a State data system; and (2) has developed and implemented the IEP, although
late, for any child for whom implementation of the IEP was not timely, unless the
child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo
09-02. Inthe FFY 2010 APR, the State must describe the specific actions that
were taken to verify the correction.

If the State does not report 100% compliance in the FFY 2010 APR, the State
must review its improvement activities and revise them, if necessary.




Monitoring Priorities & Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

13. Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16
and above with an IEP that includes
appropriate measurable
postsecondary goals that are
annually updated and based upon an
age appropriate transition
assessment, transition services,
including courses of study, that will
reasonably enable the student to
meet those postsecondary goals,
and annual IEP goals related to the
student’s transition services needs.

There also must be evidence that
the student was invited to the IEP
Team meeting where transition
services are to be discussed and
evidence that, if appropriate, a
representative of any participating
agency was invited to the IEP Team
meeting with the prior consent of the
parent or student who has reached
the age of majority.

[Compliance Indicator]

The State provided FFY 2009 baseline data, targets for
FFY 2010, FFY 2011, and FFY 2012, and improvement
activities through FFY 2012 for this indicator, and OSEP
accepts the State’s submission for this indicator.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported baseline data for this
indicator are 47%.

Although OSEP did not consider data for Indicator 13 in
its determinations for FFY 2009, OSEP is concerned
about the State’s very low FFY 2009 data (below 75%)
for this indicator. In 2012, OSEP will consider the State’s
FFY 2010 data for Indicator 13 in determinations.

The State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2010 APR, due
February 1, 2012, that the State is in compliance with the
secondary transition requirements in 34 CFR
§8300.320(b) and 300.321(b). Because the State
reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2009, the
State must report on the status of correction of
noncompliance reflected in the data the State reported for
this indicator.

When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the
State must report, in its FFY 2010 APR, that it has
verified that each LEA with noncompliance reflected in
the FFY 2009 data the State reported for this indicator:
(1) is correctly implementing 34 CFR 88300.320(b) and
300.321(b) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a
review of updated data such as data subsequently
collected through on-site monitoring or a State data
system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of
noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the
jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-
02. Inthe FFY 2010 APR, the State must describe the
specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State does not report 100% compliance in the FFY
2010 APR, the State must review its improvement
activities and revise them, if necessary.




Monitoring Priorities &
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

14. Percent of youth who are no

longer in secondary school, had
IEPs in effect at the time they left
school, and were:

The State provided FFY 2009 baseline data, targets for
FFY 2010, FFY 2011 & FFY 2012, and improvement
activities through FFY 2012 for this indicator, and
OSEP accepts the State’s submission for this indicator.
The State indicated that stakeholders were provided an

The State must report actual target data for FFY 2010 in the FFY
2010 APR, due February 1, 2012.

(including monitoring,
complaints, hearings, etc.)
identifies and corrects
noncompliance as soon as
possible but in no case later than
one year from identification.

[Compliance Indicator]

2012, and improvement activities through FFY 2012,
and OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator
are 99.4%. These represent progress from the FFY
2008 data of 96%. The State did not meet its FFY
2009 target of 100%.

The State reported that 167 of 168 findings of
noncompliance in FFY 2008 were corrected in a timely
manner and that the one remaining finding was
subsequently corrected by February 1, 2011.

OSEP’s FFY 2008 SPP/APR response table, dated
June 3, 2010, required the State to report in the FFY
2009 APR, due February 1, 2011, that the remaining
six findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007
and the remaining two findings that were not reported
as corrected in the FFY 2006 APR were corrected.

The State reported that all 6 of the FFY 2007 findings
of noncompliance and both FFY 2006 findings of
noncompliance were corrected.

A \I/Evﬂaci)l:eodng] hég?i:( ?ed;\/ci?tlohr; h opportunity to comment on the targets for FFY 2010,
cehoo) y 9hg FFY 2011 & FFY 2012.

B. Enrolled in higher education or The State’s reported FFY 2009 baseline data for this
competitively employed within indicator are:
one year of leaving high school. A. 43.2% enrolled in higher education within one year

C. Enrolled in higher education or in of leaving high school;
some other postsecondary B. 70.2% enrolled in higher education or competitively
education or training program; or | employed within one year of leaving high school; and
ggmEeot'ttﬁ\é?nglony.iﬂto\,rvi'ﬂ“n C. 82.6% enrolled in higher education or in some other
one vear of Iea\F/)iny hiah school postsecondary education or training program; or

y g g ' competitively employed or in some other employment
[Results Indicator] within one year of leaving high school.
15. General supervision system The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts and looks forward to

reviewing in the FFY 2010 APR, due February 1, 2012, the
State’s data demonstrating that the State timely corrected
noncompliance identified in FFY 2009 in accordance with 20
U.S.C. 1232d(b)(3)(E), 34 CFR §8300.149 and 300.600(e), and
OSEP Memo 09-02.

In reporting on correction of findings of noncompliance in the FFY
2010 APR, the State must report that it verified that each LEA with
noncompliance identified in FFY 2009: (1) is correctly implementing
the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100%
compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data
subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data
system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of
noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of
the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. In the FFY 2010 APR,
the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify
the correction. In addition, in reporting on Indicator 15 in the FFY
2010 APR, the State must use the Indicator 15 Worksheet. In
addition, in responding to Indicators 3B, 11, 12, and 13 in the FFY
2010 APR due February 1, 2012, the State must report on correction
of the noncompliance described in this table under those indicators.




Monitoring Priorities & Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

16.

Percent of signed written complaints
with reports issued that were resolved
within 60-day timeline or a timeline
extended for exceptional circumstances
with respect to a particular complaint, or
because the parent (or individual or
organization) and the public agency
agree to extend the time to engage in
mediation or other alternative means of
dispute resolution, if available in the
State.

[Compliance Indicator]

The State provided targets for FFY 2011 & FFY 2012,
& improvement activities through FFY 2012, and OSEP
accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator
are 60%. These data represent progress from the FFY
2008 data of 22%. The State did not meet its FFY
2009 target of 100%.

OSEP’s FFY 2008 SPP/APR response table, dated
June 3, 2010, required the State to include in the FFY
2009 APR, due February 1, 2011, for every complaint
filed between February 1, 2010 and October 31, 2010
and whose timeline is extended beyond the 60-day
timeline, documentation of the reason for the
extension, including the exceptional circumstances that
existed with respect to that complaint to justify the
extension, or other reasons permitted under 34 CFR
§300.152(b) (1). The State provided all of the required
information.

The State was identified as being in need of assistance
for two consecutive years based on the State’s FFYs
2007 and 2008 APRs, was advised of available
technical assistance, and was required to report, with
the FFY 2009 APR, on: (1) the technical assistance
sources from which the State received assistance; and
(2) the actions the State took as a result of that
technical assistance. The State reported on the
technical assistance sources from which the State
received assistance for this indicator and reported on
the actions the State took as a result of that technical
assistance.

The State must review its improvement activities and
revise them, if necessary, to ensure they will enable the
State to provide data in the FFY 2010 APR, due February

1, 2012, demonstrating that the State is in compliance with

the timely complaint resolution requirements in 34 CFR
§300.152.

17.

Percent of adjudicated due process
hearing requests that were adjudicated
within the 45-day timeline or a timeline
that is properly extended by the hearing
officer at the request of either party or in
the case of an expedited hearing, within
the required timelines.

[Compliance Indicator]

The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY
2012, and improvement activities through FFY 2012,
and OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator
are 100%. These data are based on six due process
hearings. The State met its FFY 2009 target of 100%.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts in achieving
compliance with the due process hearing timeline
requirements in 34 CFR §300.515.




Monitoring Priorities & Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

18. Percent of hearing requests that The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012, and OSEP looks forward to reviewing the State’s data in
went to resolution sessions that improvement activities through FFY 2012, and OSEP accepts the FFY 2010 APR, due February 1, 2012.
were resolved through resolution those revisions. The State indicated that stakeholders were
session settlement agreements. provided an opportunity to comment on the targets for FFY 2011
: and FFY 2012.
[Results Indicator]
The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator are 69%.
These data represent slippage from the FFY 2008 data of 84%.
The State met its FFY 2009 target of 60%.
19. Percent of mediations held that The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012, and OSEP looks forward to reviewing the State’s data in
resulted in mediation agreements. | improvement activities through FFY 2012, and OSEP accepts the FFY 2010 APR, due February 1, 2012.
[Results Indicator] thos_e revisions. The State indicated that stakeholders were
provided an opportunity to comment on the targets for FFY 2011
and FFY 2012.
The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator are 82%.
These data represent progress from the FFY 2008 data of 78%.
The State did not meet its FFY 2009 target of 84%.
20. State reported data (618 and State | The State provided targets for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012, and The State must review its improvement activities

Performance Plan and Annual
Performance Report) are timely
and accurate.

[Compliance Indicator]

improvement activities through FFY 2012, and OSEP accepts
those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2009 reported data for this indicator are 92.86%.
These data represent progress from the FFY 2008 data of
90.47%. The State did not meet its FFY 2009 target of 100%.

The State was identified as being in need of assistance for two
consecutive years based on the State’s FFYs 2007 and 2008
APRs, was advised of available technical assistance, and was
required to report, with the FFY 2009 APR, on: (1) the technical
assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and
(2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical
assistance. The State reported on the technical assistance
sources from which the State received assistance for this indicator
and reported on the actions the State took as a result of that
technical assistance.

and revise them, if necessary, to ensure they will
enable the State to provide data in the FFY 2010
APR, due February 1, 2012, demonstrating that it is
in compliance with the timely and accurate data
reporting requirements in IDEA sections 616 and
618 and 34 CFR 8876.720 and 300.601(b). In
reporting on Indicator 20 in the FFY 2010 APR, the
State must use the Indicator 20 Data Rubric.
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[l Educational Surrogate Parent Program
The Educational Surrogate Parent Program provides educationally disabled

children, throughout the State, who need special education and their parent(s) or
guardian is unknown or unavailable, or the child is in custody or guardianship of the
State, with an educational surrogate parent to act as the child’s educational
decision-maker in the special education process.

1 New Hampshire Houses of Correction
The Bureau of Special Education acts as a liaison between the NH Houses of

Corrections (HOCs, county jails), and NH school districts for students who become
incarcerated, who are under the age of 21, have not graduated from high school,
and who are currently in special education.

1 Achievement in Dropout Prevention and Excellence llI

Achievement in Dropout Prevention and Excellence Il (APEX ll1), a project at the
Institute on Disability to provide direct services, training and technical assistance to
6-8 high schools that have higher-than-state average dropout rates and high rates
of disciplinary problems among students with disabilities, and to develop and
provide high quality training for middle and high schools throughout the State.

[0 New Hampshire Connections

New Hampshire Connections is a project of the Parent Information Center to work
with school district personnel and parents to build systems to improve and support
family-school partnerships in special education.

www.nhconnections.org



http://www.nhconnections.org/

[1 NH Deaf and Hard of Hearing Education Initiative Project

The NH Deaf and Hard of Hearing Education Initiative Project (DHHEIP), a project
of Northeast Deaf and Hard of Hearing Services to provide information to families,
schools and the community to educate, support and improve educational outcomes
for deaf and hard of hearing children.

www.nhdeafhhed.org

[0 NH Audiobook Lending Program

The Bureau of Special Education has provided membership for the 2011-2012
school year for each school district to the lending program; “Audiobook Lending
Program.” Coordinated by Learning Ally to provide digitally recorded textbooks and
literature titles — downloadable and accessible on mainstream, as well as
specialized assistive technology devices to print disabled individuals.
www.learningally.org/newhampshire

[1 National Center of Accessible Instructional Materials Targeted
Technical Assistance in NH

The National Center of Accessible Instructional Materials is assisting NH in

developing a plan to create an effective, efficient system for the provision of

specialized formats of print-based instructional materials to students with print

disabilities.

http://aim.cast.org/collaborate/AIMCenter/TTA states

(1 NH Instructional Materials Center

The NH Instructional Materials Center (NHAIM) provides materials, educational
tools, large print, braille and digital tools and textbooks, to students who are print
disabled. Materials are purchased through funds from the American Printing House
for the Blind.

www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special _ed/nhaim.htm

(1 Preschool Technical Assistance Network

The Preschool Technical Assistance Network (PTAN) promotes improved results
for preschool children with disabilities through a statewide professional
development and technical assistance network.

http://ptan.seresc.net

[1 Preschool Outcome Measurement System Technical Assistance
The Preschool Outcome Measurement System Technical Assistance
(POMS TA) supports the Bureau of Special Education and districts with the

implementation of the federal reporting requirements for measuring the progress
preschool children with disabilities make as a result of receiving special education
and related services.



http://www.nhdeafhhed.org/
http://www.learningally.org/newhampshire
http://aim.cast.org/collaborate/AIMCenter/TTA_states
http://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/nhaim.htm
http://ptan.seresc.net/

[1 Supporting Successful Early Transitions

Supporting Successful Early Transitions (SSECT) provides education and support
for Family Centered Early Supports and Services (ESS) providers, school district
personnel, parents and others to ensure the transition process from ESS to
preschool special education and/or other community resources is a positive
experience for all and is consistent with State and federal guidelines.
www.nhssect.org

(1 Mentorship

Jointly funded by the Bureau of Special Education and DHHS, eein Mentorship
program promotes optimal development of young children with special needs by
providing professional opportunities to learn, collaborate, and build partnerships.
www.eeinnh.org/mentoring.html

[1 Technical Assistance to Local School Districts

Technical Assistance to Local School Districts (TA Consultants), upon a request by
a school district, provide technical assistance and information, such as: State and
federal laws, policy and procedures reviews, transition planning, writing measurable
goals, IEP implementation training, and correction action plan development.

(1 IEP Team Meeting Facilitation Program
The IEP Team Meeting Facilitation Program provides trained facilitators, as

requested by school districts, to conduct the IEP Meeting as a neutral party and
assist teams with communication difficulties while maintaining the team’s focus on
the meeting.

(1 Monitoring of Districts for Special Education and Approval for
Special Education Programs
Monitoring and Approval of Special Education Programs to assess the impact and
effectiveness of districts and private special education schools to provide a Free
Appropriate Public Education to children ages 3 through 21. Improving educational
results for children and youth with disabilities by increasing compliance with the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and the New Hampshire Rules for
the Education of Children with Disabilities, in addition to increasing the capacity of
districts to provide high-quality, sustainable program improvement for children and
youth with disabilities.



http://www.nhssect.org/
http://www.eeinnh.org/mentoring.html

Bureau of Special Education Staff Members:
www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special _ed/documents/staff members.pdf

New Hampshire State Department Staff:
www.education.nh.gov/contactus/index.htm

Bureau of Special Education:
www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special ed/index.htm

271-3741

New Hampshire State Department of Education:
www.education.nh.gov/index.htm



http://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/documents/staff_members.pdf
http://www.education.nh.gov/contactus/index.htm
http://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/index.htm
http://www.education.nh.gov/index.htm
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New Hampshire’s State Advisory Committee (SAC)
on the Education of Children with Disabilities

NH’s State Advisory Panel
required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

Who is the State Advisory Committee?

The State Advisory Committee on the Education of Children
with Disabilities is a group of stakeholders who play an
essential role, assisting the NH Department of Education by
advising them about the unmet needs of children with
disabilities. The SAC also promotes communication and
cooperation among individuals involved with students with
disabilities.

SAC is comprised of at least 50% parents of children with
disabilities and individuals with disabilities (including
students who are, or who have, received special education).
Other members include educators, school administrators,
legislators and representatives of agencies and organizations
that support the education of NH children with disabilities.
A complete list of members may be found on the SAC’s
page on the NH Department of Education’s website at:
http://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/sac.htm.

Why does NH have a State Advisory Committee?

The Federal special education law, the Individuals with

Disabilities Education Act requires every state to have a

State Advisory Panel to advise the State Department of
Education on the unmet needs of children with disabilities.



http://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/sac.htm

New Hampshire’s State Advisory Committee (SAC)
on the Education of Children with Disabilities

NH’s State Advisory Panel
required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

Who is the State Advisory Committee?

The State Advisory Committee on the Education of Children
with Disabilities is a group of stakeholders who play an
essential role, assisting the NH Department of Education by
advising them about the unmet needs of children with
disabilities. The SAC also promotes communication and
cooperation among individuals involved with students with
disabilities.

SAC is comprised of at least 50% parents of children with
disabilities and individuals with disabilities (including
students who are, or who have, received special education).
Other members include educators, school administrators,
legislators and representatives of agencies and organizations
that support the education of NH children with disabilities.
A complete list of members may be found on the SAC’s
page on the NH Department of Education’s website at:
http://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/sac.htm.

Why does NH have a State Advisory Committee?

The Federal special education law, the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act requires every state to have a
State Advisory Panel to advise the State Department of
Education on the unmet needs of children with disabilities.

What are the State Advisory Committee’s responsibilities?

SAC’s responsibilities include:

Advise the NH Department of Education (DOE) regarding
the unmet needs of children with disabilities within NH;

Provide an annual report to the Governor and the State
Legislature on the status of education of students with
disabilities in NH;

Comment publicly on the state plan and rules or regulations
proposed for issuance by the state regarding the education
of children/students with disabilities;

Assist the state in developing and reporting such
information and evaluations as may assist the U.S.
Secretary of Education in the performance of
responsibilities under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA);

Advise the DOE in developing corrective action plans to
address findings identified in federal monitoring reports;

Advise the DOE in developing and implementing policies
relating to the coordination of services for children/students
with disabilities;

Advise the DOE on the education of eligible incarcerated
adult students with disabilities; and

Reviewing the federal financial participation and the level
of state funding to determine their impact on the programs
and delivery of services to children/students with
disabilities throughout the state.



http://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/sac.htm

Status of Bills Introduced in the 2011 — 2012 Legislative Session with a Potential to Impact Special Education in NH

Bill # Bill’s Sponsors / Title / Analysis or Description (if not clear from the title) Status
Sponsors — Sova, Winter, LaCasse
An Act restricting the rulemaking authority of the state board of education and establishing a
legislative oversight committee to review the rulemaking authority of the state board of education
HB 219 [Original title — An Act establishing a committee to study the abolishment of the department of House OTP-A
education. Note: In its amended form, this bill allowed the state board of education to only adopt Senate ITL 4/11/12
rules necessary to comply with the minimum provisions and standards of Federal education/special
education laws. The State Board could only exceed the minimum Federal requirements with the
prior approval of both the NH House and Senate
Sponsor(s) — Hunt House OTP-A
An Act relative to certain insurance mandates and establishing a committee to study current
HB 309 insurance mandates. [Original title — An Act repealing certain insurance mandates / Note: would Senate referred for
f . . . . interim study
have repealed coverage for early intervention services for infants and toddlers with developmental 3/21/12
delays and autism; House’s amendment continued coverage, but subject to utilization review].
Sponsor(s) — M. Proulx
An Act requiring the department of education to reimburse the community colleges for the costs of
HB 1268 | Providing remedial courses [Analysis: This bill requires the department of education to reimburse House ITL 2/1/12
each institution within the community college system of New Hampshire for the full cost of
educational and personnel expenses associated with the provision of remedial level courses. It was
later revised to only apply to students who had graduated from High School within 1 year.]
House and Senate
Spons_or(s) — Proulx . . ) OTP-A; Committee
New title — An Act relative to legal residency requirements for purposes of school attendance for of Conference
children of divorced parents and children whose parents share decision making responsibility reached agreement
HB 1325 | pursuant to a parenting plan. [Committee of Conference agreed to adopt a new amendment, including the
allowing parents who have joint decision-making responsibility or joint legal custody, to establish the adoption of a new
child’s legal residence for school attendance in the school district in which either parent resides. amendment
This agreement must be in writing, sighed and provided to both school districts. The school district Passed by both
is not responsible for the additional transportation this may involve.] houses y
Sponsor(s) — M. Balboni, L. Ober
New title: An Act relative to the state board of education rules concerning special education.
[Original title & analysis — An Act relative to the rulemaking authority of the state board of education
— This bill exempts the state board of education from the rulemaking procedures in RSA 541-A and
requires the state board of education to submit proposed rules to the house and senate education
committees for approval.]
Note — The Senate’s amendment amends RSA 186-C by inserting after section 16-b: Rules
Exceeding State or Federal Minimum Requirements House and Senate
I. Whenever the state board of education proposes to adopt or amend special education rules OTP-A
exceeding the minimum requirements of state statute and/or federal law, the board shall, in addition House concurred
HB 1360 | to the provisions of RSA 541-A, issue a report of all such proposed rules. The report shall meet the | With Senate
requirements of paragraph IlI, below. amendment 5/30/12
Il. By December 1 of each year, the Department shall issue a report of all the Department's special * Signed by the
education rules exceeding the minimum requirements of state statute and/or federal law. The report Governor
shall meet the requirements of paragraph Ill, below.
IIl. Any report required by the previous paragraphs shall conform to the following:
(a) For each rule or proposed rule contained in the report, the report shall state the rule number, the
nature of the rule, any state minimum requirement exceeded, any federal minimum requirement
exceeded, and the reason for exceeding those minimum requirements.
(b) The report shall be issued to the chairpersons of the House and Senate Education Committees
(c) A copy of the report shall be distributed to the superintendent of each school district in the state
Sponsor(s) — Gile, Porter, Gargasz, DeSimone
An Act requiring prisoners between 17 and 21 years of age to complete the requirements for a high
school diploma or a GED certificate prior to release on probation or parole. [Note: An incarcerated House ITL on
HB 1372 | adult with a disability who had not previously been found eligible for special education is not entitled 2/1/12
to be evaluated or to receive special education. One concern raised was that this bill could have
imposed an unattainable requirement on incarcerated adults with disabilities who could not
complete the requirements for a high school diploma or GED without special education.]
Sponsor(s) — Weeden, Tregenza, Jasper, Hoell House laid on the
HB 1413 | An Act directing New Hampshire to withdraw from the No Child Left Behind Act. [Note: The loss of table 2/8/12
$61 million in Federal aid if NH withdrew from NCLB was an issue raised re: this bill and HB 1517]
Sponsor(s) ~ Balboni House laid on the
HB 1517 | An Act prohibiting the state and any political subdivision from entering any agreement implementing

any provision of the No Child Left Behind Act without prior approval of the general court.

table 2/8/12




Sponsor(s) — Foose
An Act establishing a committee to study and recommend solutions for simplifying the calculation of

HB 1564 the cost of public education through the combination of adequate education, school building aid, House ITL 3/7/12
and catastrophic aid funding.
Sponsor(s) — J.R. Hoell
An Act relative to educational evaluation of home schooled children. [Amended analysis — This bill ggﬁiand Senate
HB 1571 | @mends the educational evaluation procedures for home educated children and repeals the notice, House concurred
hearing, and appeals procedures afforded to parents relative to the termination of a home education with Senate
program. The bill also clarifies the school district's limited liability for home educated children; Note amendment 5/30/12
— including any liability related to the child’s failure to receive a FAPE].
Sponsor(s) — D. McGuire, Gidge, Oligny, Sorg, Groen, W. Smith, Hoell, Nevins, F. Rice, Lauer-
Rago, L. Jones
An Act relative to immunity for school personnel using reasonable force to protect a minor.
[Notes: Repeals and reenacts RSA 627:6, ll(a) to read as follows: (a) A teacher or person otherwise | House OTP
entrusted with the care or supervision of a minor for special purposes or pupil may use reasonable Senate OTP-A
HB 1583 force against any such minor or pupil when and to the extent that he or she may reasonably believe | Committee of
it necessary, to end a disturbance, to maintain decorum or safety, or to remove such minor or pupil Conference report
from the premises. Conduct which is justifiable under this subparagraph shall render the teacher or not signed off (no
other person entrusted with the care or supervision of a minor or pupil immune from civil action agreement) 5/31/12
based on such conduct. (The Senate’s amendment added at the end of the first sentence, “when
the minor or pupil’s behavior or continued presence on the premises would constitute a danger to
that individual, or to other children or adults present.”]
Sponsor(s) — Cohn, Peckham, P. Brown, Serlin, Itse, Krasucki, Davenport House OTP-A
HB 1589 | An Act establishing a committee to study and propose a recodification of the education laws Senate referred to
currently in RSA title 15. [Note: includes special education] interim study 5/16/12
Sponsor(s) — Bettencourt, Forsythe, Hill, Smith, DeBlois, D. McGuire, O’Brien, P. Tucker, D. Bates, House and Senate
P. Silva, G. Chandler
- . . . . . OTP-A
HB 1607 | AnAct establishing an education tax credit. [Amended analysis — Establishes an education tax House concurred
credit against the business profits tax and/or the business enterprise tax for business organizations with Senate
and business enterprises that contribute to scholarship organizations which award scholarships to be amendment 5/30/12
used by students to defray the educational expenses.] Applies to private schools & home schools
Sponsor(s) — Sova, DeLemus, Leonard, Cohn
HB 1713 | An Act abolishing the department of education and transferring all functions, duties and House ITL 3/8/12
responsibilities to the commissioner of education and the state board of education.
House and Senate
Sponsor(s) — Carson, Hunt OTP-A
An Act relative to special education services in chartered public schools. Senate concurred
SB 300 NOTE — This bill clarifies that when a child with a disability enrolls in a chartered public school, the with House
child’s resident district is responsible for ensuring the provision of a FAPE; also requires the amendment 5/23/12
chartered public school to work with the school district. % Signed by the
Governor
Sponsor(s) —Forsythe, Bradley, Bragdon, Carson, De Blois, Gallus, Groen, Lambert, Luther, White, | House and Senate
Sanborn, Rep. Murphy, Hill, Bettencourt, Groen OTP-A; Senate
SB 372 An Act establishing an education tax credit. [Amended analysis — Establishes an education tax concurred with
credit against the business profits tax and/or the business enterprise tax for business organizations | House amendment
and business enterprises that contribute to scholarship organizations which award scholarships to be Governor vetoed
used by students to defray the educational expenses.] Applies to private schools & home schools 6/18/12
Sponsor(s) — D. Hess, Graham, Packard, Jasper, Kurk, Bettencourt
Relating to public education; Providing that: the legislature shall have the full power and authority
and the responsibility to define standards for public education, establish standards of accountability,
mitigate local disparities in educational opportunity and fiscal capacity, and have full power and House and Senate
authority to determine the amount of state funding for public education. OTP-A
Amended Analysis — This constitutional amendment concurrent resolution provides that the legislature Committee of
shall have the responsibility to maintain a public education system and to mitigate disparities in Conference
educational opportunity and fiscal capacity, and shall have the power and authority to make reasonable reached agreement
CACR 12 | standards for education and accountability and to determine the amount of state funding for education. including the

Note: Committee of conference agreed to adopt a new amendment that puts on the ballot a
guestion about whether the NH constitution should be amended. Would replace the second part of
the constitution “by inserting after article 5-b the following new article:

[Art.] 5-c [Public Education]. In fulfilment of the provisions with respect to education set forth in Part II,
Article 83, the legislature shall have the responsibility to maintain a system of public elementary and
secondary education and to mitigate local disparities in educational opportunity and fiscal capacity. In
furtherance thereof, the legislature shall have the full power and authority to make reasonable standards
for elementary and secondary public education and standards of accountability and to determine the
amount of, and the methods of raising and distributing, state funding for public education.

adoption of a new
amendment 5/31/12
House failed to
adopt CoC report
by the necessary
3/5ths vote 6/6/12
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Participation in government is everybody’s responsibility. In order to be the most
effective advocate in issues that are important to you, there are certain “Golden
Rules” to follow:

1.

10.

Be well-informed. You can find out about bills (what they say, their sponsors, when
hearings are scheduled), your legislators (who they are, what bills they sponsored, how
to contact them), and more at http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/.

Don’t look down on government and politics. They may be faulty, but so are other
professions. A disdainful attitude is an expensive luxury these days. Whatever affects
your business is your business even if it is politics.

Be understanding. Put yourself in the legislator’s place. Try to understand the legislator’s
problem, outlook and aims. Then you are more likely to persuade the legislator to do the
same in understanding yours. Remember, we must have people who are willing to
commit themselves to public service positions.

Consider yourself an additional source of information. Legislators have limited time, staff,
and interest on any issue. They can't be as informed as they might like on all issues, or
the ones that concern you. You can fill the information gap.

Be thoughtful. Commend the right things public officials do. That’s the way you like to be
treated. Public officials will tell you that they get dozens of letters asking them to do
something, but very few thanking them for what they have done.

Make the legislator aware of any personal connection you may have. No matter how
insignificant you feel it is, if you have friends, relatives, and/or colleagues in common:
LET THEM KNOW.

Don't be afraid to admit you don't know something. If a legislator wants information you
don’t have or asks you something you don't know, tell them, and, then, offer to get the
information they are looking for. BE SURE TO FOLLOW THROUGH.

Be specific about what you are asking for. If you want a vote, information, answers to a
question what ever it is make sure you ask for it directly, and get an answer.

Don't be a busybody. You don't like to be scolded, pestered or preached to. Neither do
public officials. Don’t “burn any bridges.” It is easy to get very emotional over issues
you feel strongly about. That's fine, but be sure that no matter what happens, you leave
on good terms so that you can go back to the legislator again. Remember, your
strongest opponent on one issue may be your strongest ally on another.

REMEMBER, YOU ARE THE BOSS! Your tax money pays legislators’ expenses, the paper
they write on, and the phone they call you on. You are the employer and they are the
employee. You should be courteous, but don't be intimidated. They are responsible to
you, and nine out of ten legislators are grateful for your input.


http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/

WRITING LETTERS TO ELECTED OFFICIALS

Your letter or e-mail is a permanent record of your position. In a letter-writing campaign, five,
fifteen or fifty letters can be perceived as a ground swell of support. Timing is important. If you
write too soon, you may not capture the attention of the legislator. If you write too late, the
decision may have already been make. Most legislators are conscientious about their mail and
consider the views of their constituents when they deliberate an issue.

HOW TO WRITE

A0 Write your own letter. Use your own words to express your thoughts. DO NOT USE
POSTCARDS. Remember, a letter need not be long, but should be compelling, factual,
personal and to the point.

A0 Use personal stationary or business letterhead, if possible. Typed letters are easier to read,
but handwritten letters are encouraged if they are legible.

A" State your reasons for writing. Explain how the issue affects you and those around you.
Include a personal anecdote.

A" Use the bill number, sponsor, and title (if known), if you are writing about legislation.

A0 Many legislators have access to e-mail at home or in their office. This method offers quick
access to the legislator, especially if time is short.

A" Clearly state what action you are seeking—support or opposition.

A" Refer to research, data, statistics, etc. Give your legislator good reasons to support your
position.

A" Be reasonable, specific, and positive. Don't engage in threats or ask the impossible.

A0 Thank your legislator for his/her time, attention, support, and
vote.

A0 PUT YOUR RETURN ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER IN YOUR
LETTER. (Envelopes can be thrown away.) Encourage your
legislator to contact you if he/she has any questions.

A0 Write again. When you establish a record of correspondence,
you will develop clout on future issues.



TELEPHONING YOUR SENATOR OR REPRESENTATIVE

Often when an issue needs immediate grassroots response, a phone
call is the only option.

Even after you have written to your senator or representative, it is a
good idea to call and ask them whether they have received it. Also,
offer to answer any questions they may have.

When you have reached them on the phone, simply say: “Hello, Rep. Doe. My name is

. I live in your district in the town of . I am calling to ask you to
support/oppose (issue, bill#, etc.) I was calling to see if you have any questions about the
importance of supporting/opposing this bill.”

If you reach the legislator's answering machine, spouse or staff, remember to leave a brief
message stating your name, town and position. Leave you phone number as well, in case
he/she has questions.

When speaking to your Senator or Representative, be friendly and helpful. Remember that
he/she wants to help you, but needs a good reason to do it. He/she will not necessarily have
the same commitment to these issues that you do, nor the personal experience that you have
with these issues. It is up to you to educate your legislator. He/she is a generalist, and you are
the one with insight into this issue.

Remember that Senators and Representatives are interested in hearing from the people they
represent. By calling them, you are not imposing, but are helping them to know more about
questions that they face every day. The more informed your legislator is, the better job he/she
can do for your district and state.

Remember to always thank them for listening to you and for any support they can give you. Let
them know you are available to answer further questions and that you are following the
progress of these bills very closely.

If you are asked a question that you do not have the answer to, simply say: "I don’t know the
answer to that, but I would be happy to find out for you.” Then call the appropriate person to
get the answer.



TIPS ON TESTIFYING

» Before you testify at a hearing:

e Know the bill number.

o Get a copy of the bill you are interested in and read it.

« Gather your facts, write your statement, and prepare copies for the committee.

« Find out when and where the hearing will be held.

AT THE HEARING
o Plan to arrive at the hearing room at least 15 minutes ahead of time.

« Sign in at the beginning of the hearing to let the committee chairperson know your want to
testify. Also indicate whether you are for or against the bill, even if you do not wish to
testify.

« The committee chairperson opens the hearing and reads the bill. Then the bill’s sponsor(s)
will make a statement about the bill. After the sponsor’s statement, committee members
will be asked if they have questions.

« After that names from the sign-in sheet will be called.

« When your name is called, rise, introduce yourself and make
your statement. If you are representing an organization or
group, state the name of the group when you introduce yourself.

o Remember, you may only testify stating opinions and facts. Itis
helpful to explain how the bill will affect you, your family, or others.

e Only committee members may ask questions. If you do not
understand a question asked of you, you may ask the chairperson
to clarify it or offer to get the information for the committee. You
may also say that you don't know the answer.




THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS IN NEW HAMPSHIRE

o Someone has an idea.

o The bill is drafted by Legislative Services

o The bill is filed by its sponsors as a house or senate bill.
o The bill is assigned to a committee which reviews it.

o The Committee holds public hearings

e The committee makes a recommendation that the bill should or
should not pass when it goes to the full house or senate for a final
vote.

Hampshire

« The bill then goes to the house or senate body for the final vote.
« The process then starts all over again, but in the other body.

« After another round of hearings, etc., the second body votes on the bill. If it is passed, it
goes to the Governor for signature and then it becomes law.

o If the bill passes, but has changes, which makes it different from the original bill, then a
Committee of Conference is set up to work out an agreement between the house and the
senate so everyone is satisfied with the changes -- or the original body may vote to concur
with the changes.

o Once the Committee of Conference has worked everything out, then the bill is sent back to
both houses for approval. It then goes to the Governor for signature.

The Governor has three choices. He or she can:
« Sign the bill and it becomes law;
» Choose not to sign and it becomes law without the signature, within five days; or

« Veto the bill and it goes back to the legislature for a vote to override the Governor’s veto. It
takes a 2/3 majority for this, or the bill dies.

Take your role as a good citizen seriously. You can make a difference!

Theodore Roosevelt said: This country will not be a good place for any of us to live in unless
we make it a good place for all of us to live in.

PIC wishes to thank a lobbyist friend who provided information that was used to create this brochure.
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Execufive Sunmary

Background

The proposal submitted by Diata Driven Enterprises (DDE) and approved for

funding by the IMNew Hampshire Department of Education (NHDOE) Special
Education Bureau specified that the evaleation should cover these questions:

L. What are the components of the INHDOE mondtoring and program approval
process?

2. Are performance and/or conpliance data used in the momitoring and program
approval process? If so, are they used in the process of salecting districts to
moriter? Are they used to guide monitormg achivities?

3. Towhat extent are mondtoring instruments and the monitoring process capable
of identifymg compliance /noncompliance with the prosram requitements? To
what extent are they capable of improving student results and oufcomes? Dioes it
emphasize those 1'E'|:_|_'l:IJIEI1‘|EI.'I.|3 most closely associated with student
results,/outcomes? s the systemn capable of makdng systemic fimdings? Is the
system capable of maling substantive fndings?

4. Are the fimdings made by monitoring reports dear? Is the evidence set forth in

reporis adequate to support the findings made? Are the reports releasedina
tmely marmer? Are systemic findings made? Are substantive findings mada?

3. Do Corrective Action Flans (CAPs) set forth activities reasonably caloulated to
result in compliance? Are CAPs developed and approved in a timely manner?
How is implementation of CAPs fracked? What process is used to verify the
performance of corrective activities? Is the process adequate? What is the process
of verifying that nomcompliance has been corrected? Is the process adequate?

6. Are enforcement steps taken when necessary? If so, are those steps adequate to
resolve the identified noncompliance n a Hmely and effective manner?

7. What is the Department’s process for making armual determinations of public
agencies responsible for delivering special education services? What standards are
used? To what extent do the standards used comport with the requirements of the
IDEA?

&. Do statewide data show changes over time on performance and compliance
indicators? Is there evidence that mdicates that the monitoring and program
approval processes are having a positive effect on student results / cutcomes and




on comnpliamce with the program requirements? Dioes the state have an adequate
system for verifying the accuracy of data®

9. Are staffing resources sufficient to implement a monitoring and program
approval process capable of ensuring FAPE in fhe LEE and improsned
results/ oufcomes to MNH stndents with disabilifies?

10. What are the recommendations that should be given to the NDHOE given the
fndings?

This report answers these ten questions.
Evaluation Highlights
Posifive Poinfs:

Performance data are used to select districts for Focused Monitoring.

The menitoring processes related to some State Performance Flan Indicators
(e.g.. imeliness of nitial assessments, timely Part C to Part B transition) are
reliable. and the State’s performance on these ndicators has mproved
markedly over the last few years.

School districts monitored through Focused Monitoring have generally positive
feelings about the process and the results.

The processes for verification of the cormection of noncompliance identified
through monitoring related to Indicators 11, 12 and 13 as desaibed in the
Anmual Performance Feport appear to be reliable.

The state has improved since the 2004-05 school year at ensuring the correction
of identiffed nonconpliance within one year.

The analysis of 200703 through 2010-11 proficiency data suggests that the
Fccmedhimutnn:tusﬁbmuifmﬁumgmeﬁntpu:pnsenimemg
achisvement of students with disabiliies. This same data suggesis, however,
that the second purpose of narrowing the achievement gap is not being
differentially impacted by the focused monitoring system.

Considered from the date of the muonitoring report. the development of
correctve action plans is tmely.

Areas for Improvement

Meither performance nor compliance data are used m either the Focused
Monitoring or Frogram Approval processes to the extent necessary for effective
mumitoring of the provision of a free. appropriate public education in the least
restrichive ermrironment.
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Findings of noncompliance rely almost exclusively on the resulfs of file reviews
unsupported by the results of other monitoring activities (mberviews,
observations. provider time logs, etc).

Eoth the Forused Monitoring and the Program Approval processes are capable
of identifying some noncompliance. However, due to serious defidencies in the
both the instruments wsed to collect mformation from files and the nconsistent
application of those instumenis by mondtormg teams, the corrent systemn is mot
capable of making many important substantve findmegs of noncompliance.
The monitoring processes aurrently used make no substantive fmdings that
students were deprived of FAFE or were not placed in the IRE. The majority
of fndings made are procedural in nature.

As the relevant documents were not made available to the evaluators.
judgments could not be made regarding the adequacy of cument processes for
‘.{nmh:rrmg and Program Approval processes.

The menitoring processes related fo some State Performance Plan Indicators
(e.g.. suspension, expulsion. disproportonality) are wealk with respect to actnal
Ppractices.

The LEE aspect of the monitoring processes is particularly weak.
Although the analysis of 2007-08 through 2010-11 profidency data suggests
that the Fomsed Monitoring sysbem is folfilling the first purpose of ncreasing
achisvement of siudents with disabilities. this same data suggesis that the
second purpose of narrowing the achievement gap is not being, differentially
impacted by the forused monitoring system.

The analysis of 200708 through 2000-11 placement data sussests that a
majority of districts monitored through the Focused Monitoring, system
Inwcreased the percentage of students placed in the regular dassroom betwean
200708 and 2010-11. However, a higher percentage of nom-monitored districts
ruwreased the percentage of students placed in the regular dassroom between
200708 and 2010-11.

The state does not currently use performance indicators as part of ifs process of
making detearminations of local scdhool districts.

The evaluators carmot determine whether the total romber of employees
available for monitoring from the state and its vendoer s adequate. Ttis
reasonably dear that vendor staffing levels are sufficent to implement the
Focused Monitoring and Program Approval processes as those processes are
currently constitoted, and that state general supervision and monitoring
staffing is lacking. At the same tme, however, it is clear from the results of this
evaluation that there are significant flaws iIn mondtoring processes, and that
correcton of these deficiencies is likely to require staffimg adjustments.

[P




¢ Disadvantages of coniracting cut the Forused Monitoring and Program
Approval monitoring processes are discussed, and specific comcerns related to
coniracting with the current vendor are raised.

# The Fomsed Monitoring process is not listed as an improvement activity for
appropriate mdicators in the State Performance Flan

¢ For the most part. random, rather fhan purposeful. samples of shndents are
used in the Focused MhMondtoring and Frogram Approval processes.

¢ DMlonitorine reports are not consistently clear regarding the purpose of
stafutory requirement violated. the specific basis for fimdings of noncompliance,
and the exact actions needed to cormect noncompliance.

# The monitoring reports i:r_h]u:le "suggestions" for improvement on issues
subject to statutory

¥ Fmdmgﬁfmtamedmnnmtunngre]:mtsmerntalwavESup]:mtedm
adequate evidence.

# DMlonitorime reports are not always issued in a timely marmer.

¢ The distinction in monitoring reports between systemic and individnal fndings
is clear m somee instances, but not inothers.

¢ A nuonber of concerns related to corrective achions for both individual and
systemic fndings of noncompliance. and the Smelmess of corrective actions.
are discussed and analyzed.

¢ The tracking and verification of the implementation of corrective actions is not
always thorough and consistent.

¢ EBased om the few enforcement douments available to the evaluators, itis
urclear that the four factors state regulatioms require NHDOE to consider when
selecting enforcement action were in fact considered and, if so. to what extent.
In addition, concems are noted regarding the steps taken in one crcumstance
i which correction of noncomnpliance was not achieved within one year.

¢  Concerns are rajsed regarding the accuracy of the state’s placement data

Eecommmendations are offered in Section X




Becommendations

Based on the investigation conducted over the past several months and
conclusions offered related to the evaluation questions detailed above, the external
evaluators offer the following reconmendations as means of ingproving MNew
Hampshire's special education monitoring procedures and practices.

thm'.ngmm‘ersatims with NHDOE staff members, 2 SERESC Forused

and Program Approval staff, parent and advocacy groups (ncuding the
Dls.al:uhlr}, Fights Center and the stabes Parent Information Center). and the State
Advisory Committes, the evaluators also solicited recommendations. Felevant
recommendations from these parties are also noted separately within sach of the
subsactons below.

A Use of Data in Pocused Mondtorms and Program Approval

L. Expand the nse of data to guide the selection of districts for Foonsed
Moniboring reviews. In addition to achisvement gap and size of the district,
consider factors such as complisnce history (prevalence/ gravily of IDEA

int dedsions and due process hearing results) and performance on State
Performance Flan indicators (especially 1, 2. 3C, and 5).

2. Expand the nse of data to gnide Foonsed Monitoring and Program Approval
methodologies in districts and facilities being visited FPrior to visifing a
district or private school. NHIDHOE and SERESC staff members should
collaborate on a fadlitated review and drill-deown of all relevant special
education data from the disirict or fadlity. The purpose of this pre-visit data
review would be twofold: 1} to gain a thorough imderstanding of the districtor
Facility strengths and apparent areas of difficalty. and 7} to develop specific
compliance hypotheses (based on areas of poor performance) that will guide
the review team’'s activities. Compliance hypotheses, which should vary
according to each district and facility's unique data. should be developed n
substantive areas most closely related to improving siudent outcomes with a
particular emphasis on each stodent”s receipt of FAPE in the LEE.

3. Create purposeful samples of students for each compliance hypothesis. The
state’s current praciice of randomly selecting student files for review in both
Forused Monitoring and Program Approval does not allow the best
opporhumity for identifying noncompliance. By selecting purposeful samples.
the state would begin forusing its review activides on students who have the

*% Four af the mght WHDOE employess who were interviewed as part of the evaluation prooess offered
recommendations, while the nthers declined to make any recommendations. One of the SEA staff
mermnbers in the latter group commented, * Any concerns have been addressed. [The Focnsed
Monitaring and Program Approval prooesses] are good and selid.”

153




greatest ikelihinod of being affected by a district or faclify’'s noncompliance.
hultiple sets of district data, which are already collected by NHDOE. should
be cross-referenced and disaggresated by siudent disability labsal,

race/ efhmidty, environment. and other criteria to identify these purposeful
samples.

In additiom to the evaloators’ recommendations. see Display ¥-1 for additonal

Drisplay X-1. Subsection A Recommendations Made by Others
The oovrmerrds and recommrendations helose rgflect the opimions of NHDOE, SERESC, DRC, PIC,
ard SAC merhers concerning ways & improne e state’s monigoring procadu res and pracioes,

»  NHDOE: Increase the number of districts reviewed

¢ BNHDOE: Increase the use of data to pode reviews.

»  SERESC: “The sysiem of selecton is probably flaseed,” bat it is “m part, DOE-
driven.™ WNHIMIE and SERESC need i work topether to define prionibies and work
toward those goals.

¢ SERESC: Incnease the sample sizes.

*  Parent Croupe Increase the number of distncts sibe visibs.

¢ Parent Group: Ee-visit selechaon of the achievement gap as the State’s Key
Performance Indicator.

¥ SAC Increase the number of FM reviews cach year.

¢«  SAC Increase the amount of baselme data used in Fh reviews.

¢ SAC “Some distncts go unmandtared, sxoept for indicators, for years and years”
Change that practice to mclode expanded, direct, and more frequent monitoring of

distnicts niot selected for Focused BMondbonng anesibe neviess.

B. Focused Monitoring and Program Approval Instruments and Methodology

1. Ensure proper training in IDEA and state special edncation requitements
prior to any individual’s participation in Fornsed Monitoring or Program
Approval Due to the various backgroumds of individuals currently
participating in the Forused Monitoring and Program Approval processes, the
state carmot be assured that each one is adequately prepared to properly
concuct file review acivities and other on-site activities. Evaluators observed
confusion over certain requirements among review teams: proper traiming
winuld help eliminate this confusion and ensure a greater ikelihood of accurate,
appropriate monitoring results.

2 Eliminate “one-size-fits-all” compliance review documents. As dismussed in
Subsecton A, compliance hypotheses should guide the state’s review activities
for both Focused Mondtoring and Frogram Approval.  In keeping with this
recommendation, the instrumments used to for fle reviews should be specific to
the compliance hypotheses developed for each district and faclity.
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Ensure that Fornsed Monitoring and Frogram Approval compliance review
instrments accurabely reflect federal and state requirements. The general
Imstruments currenily inuse contain some approximations of federal
requirements, and some items do not reflect federal or state requirement=. The
formier should be corrected. and the latter should be eliminated.

Separate Forused Monitoring and Frogram Approval from other school
improvement and/or acoreditation activities. In Focused Momitoring, achvilies
that do not relabe to the identification of noncompliance should not be induded
iLe., Achievemeant Team data reviews, improvement plarming, etc.). While
these activities have positive aspects. the appropriate ime for Inprovement
plarming within an IDEA Focused Monitoring confext is after the state has
alerted the district or fadlity to one or more fmdings of noncompliance. In
Frogram Approval. the state's identification of noncompliance should be
separated from private school accreditation achvities.

Inwcrease the sample size for file reviews and case sindies. In order to
ascertain a district or faclity”’s compliance with IDEA requirements. one or two
files per school is not adequate when many districts serve hnndreds of stodents
with disabiliies. While it is rarely feasible to review every student's file, it is
unlikely that systemic noncompliance can ruly be identified using, the limdted
samples of the corrent Forosed Monitoring and Program Approval processes.
Inwrease the amount of time allotted for compliance review activities. By
elirninatims non-IDEA compliance components of the current Forused
Monitoring smd Program Approval processes, review teams would have
additional fime for appropriate reviews of student files, purpossful interviews
with school staff, observations, and other focused activities to faciitate the
idenfification of noncompliance. Even 5o, appropriate monitoring activities are
likely to require more than the corment one or two days i all but the smallest
districts and private fadlities.

. Employ additional strategies in the identification of noncompliance. Father
than accepiing verbal assurances and statements fromy district and facility staff
during compliance reviews, the state should develop and Implement a means
of collecting information from school staff through a formal interview process.
The inferviews should not be the same for each staff member: in order to
Fproperly support a fnding of noncompliance, they should be guided by file
review results for mdividual stndenfs in each of the compliance Invpotheses.
Increase the involvement of NHDOE in the Fornsed Monitoring and
Program Approval compliance reviews. As observed by the evaluators.
review teams are not always in agreement over how to interpret certain IDEA
requirements or how to determine whether a certain set of facts cormote
noncomplisnce in a particular student’s case. More NHDOE involvement
would allow the SEA to puide compliance review activities and be correcthy
viewed as the fmal arbiter of compliance /moncomplisnce in the momdtoring
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context. This would also eliminate the practice of making fmdings of
nonoompliance based on the consensus of the review team.

In addition fo the evaloators” recommendations, see Display X-2 for additional
recommendations made by others.

Drsplay X-2 Subsection B Recommiendations hMade by Others

The oovrmerrds and recommrendations helose reflect the opinions of NHDOE, SERESC, DRC, PIC,
amd SAC mehers concerning ways & improne e state’s monigoring procadu res and pracioes,

»  SERESC: Focused Monttonng and Program Approwval wisits need to be mone closely
aligned. Teams also need to merease the méensity of the file reviews conducted at
prvabe schoaols

»  SERESC: Provide mare technical assistance keading up to each Program Approval
wisit

»  SERESC: Beview more distncts wsing the Focused Mondtoring, process.

»  SERESC: Include structuned mierviesws in the Focwsed Maondtonng and Program
Approval prooesses.

*  FParent Groupe Shift the focues away from procedural complianoe to mone
substantrer issies.

*  Farent Croup: Increase the examinabion of standards related to improving
eduocatonal results and functonal catcomes

¢ Parent Croope Shaft the focus of on-site wisits from reviewnng a schoal district's
policies o examimmg, whether the policies are put indn practioe.

¢ Farent Croop: When child-specific noncompliance is crted, NHDOE/SERESC
should randamly sample otfer files m order to rule cat systemic noncomplanee:

¢ Farent Croop Increase WHDOE s invalvement in the Focosed Momitonng and
Program Approval processes; * There is a peroeived discormect befween DOE and
[Fomsed Monitonng and Program Approval].”

*  Parent Croope Increase the “ngor”™ of Focsed Monrtoring and Program Approval.

¢ Farent Croup: increass the *substance” of Porused Montoring; “ de-emiphasioe
procedural compliamoe”

*  Farent Group: Expand the focues of Fomased Monitoring and Program Approval
visits from access, transition, and disciplme to incluede chald find, LEE and senice
debvery:

¥ SAC Increase the involvement of stodents and parenits in Focused Mardtanng
TEVITWS.

¥ SAC Increase the length of Porused Monrtoming site visits.

¥ SAC Improwe the components of Pocused Monetoming and Program Approwval
reviews; especially to inchide an incneased emphases on LRE.

v SAC Refocus the reviess and cormechve actions on substanbive smsoes, rather than
procedural compliance

. Fomsed Monitorine and Pro s and Corrective Action Flans

1. Eliminate Achievement Team (in Focnsed Monitoring) and accoreditation
information (Frogram Approval) from IDEA compliance reporting. Ifa
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discussion of any set of facts is not related to IDEA compliance. it should not be
nclnded with compliance reports.

Improve the clarity with which findings are reported. Compliance reports for
both Forused Monitoring and Program Approval should carefully delimeate the
following: 1) the specific data that prompted the NHDOE's dedsion to conduct
a compliance review in the district or facility, ) the specific areas of compliance
reviewed, 3} specific results of file review acivities {incheding specific areas of
procedural compliance), 4) results of amy additional acdvites used to validate
of irralidate relevant file review results (such as interviews, observations. etc.).
and 3) the state’s determination regarding noncompliance in each area of
review —mcludmg whether a finding is child-spedfic or systemic. Problemalfic
prachices that do not represent noncomplisnce can be addressed in the reports,
but guidance concerning inprovement of these problematic practices should be
described as recommendations.

Eliminate the practice of incduding "suggestions" related to IDEA compliance
in Fornsed Monitoring and Frogram Approval reports (such as conducting,
anmal IEP meetings or developing [EF goals to address all areas of need).
Feview teams and those developing Focwsed Mondtoring and Program
Approval reports moost be able to cearly distmgunish between what is required
and what is stmply recommended. In areas in which some information mdicates
nonoompliance and other information indicates compliance, the state must
have decision rules in place to enable review teams to make compliance
determinations accurately and consistently.
h‘iﬂ:meadlfumechveﬁdmnﬂan,mchﬁa an appropriate description of
acceptable evidence of comrection for each finding. When cormective actions
are developed. include a description of acceptable evidence. For example, for a
child-specific finding concerming measurable annual goals. acceptable evidence
might be noted as, "A copy of the sindent’s revised IEF contaiming measurable
anmal goals and the cormesponding Prior Written Notice form will be
submitted to the NHDOE by the date spedfied.”

Eliminate nse of the "Assurance Form" to address child-specific findings of
noncompliance. To appropriately vertdfy correcton. the MNHDOE should
review the student’s updated [EF instead of merely accepiing assurances of
correciion

Ensure that both promgs of OSEP's Memo 02-02 are satisfied when
condncting activities to verify correction of noncompliance. When
conducting verification monitoring activifies. the state mmst ensure that student
samples mclude a representation of students fior whom the nomcompliance was
originally identified and a sample of students who were not mcluded n the
original monitoring activities.

Formalize the state’s fracking and follow-up procedures for districts and
facilities that are in Comrective Action Flans, and apply the procedures
uniformly across the state. The state should haswe a process for consistently
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cheddngs inwith districts amd facilifies at partimlar intervals to monitor CAP
implementation If possible. the state should also review data during the
corrective achon tmeframe to see if data related to the nonconpliance
demonsirate improvement.

§. For districts and facilities that are in danger of failing to correct
noncompliance in a imely manner, establish a formal process allowing the
state to intervene appropriately before the correction tfimeframe expires. If
evidence indicates a problem with correction of any finding. the state must be
able to address its concerns in a proactive manner.

In addition to the evalmators’ recommendations, see Display ¥-3 for additional
recomnmendations made by others.

Drisplay X-3. Subsection C REecommendations Made by Others

The commmenits and Fecommnendations belowe raflect the opfmons of NHDWOE, SERESC, DRC, PRC,
ard SAC mabers concerning ways do improne e state’s monidorng procedures and pradioes,

+  Parent Groupe Ensure there 15 a connection betwern cormectnee action plans and
reduchan af the achievement gap.

¢ Parent Groupe Increase follow-ap at the end of the two-year Focused Monitonmg
cyrle in order to ensore sustamed complianoe and redoction of the achdevement
AP

¢ Parent Groups Increase the amouant of general oversight at MHDOE to ensare
mmplementaton of corrective action plans

s  Parent Group Increase fiscal support to implement cormective actions and ensure
sustained complianoe

¢ SAC Implement changes to ensune sustained compliance. “It's always the same
sues and the same correctivie achions.”

D, Enforcement Actions

1 Develop aset of dedsion mles nsed fo determine appropriate enforcement
actions based on the foumr aiteria contained in stafe statufe. ™ The state and
ifs consttuents mmst be assured that enforcement achons are applied
consistently and nriformly across districts and private facilities.

2. Develop and implement more meaningful enforcement actions for districts
Placed in the Needs Substantinl Intervention determinations category and
those failing to comect noncompliance within one year. Fequirmg that a
district develop a "plam” canmot be viewed as an effective enforcement activity
for a district placed in MNeeds Subsfanial Intervention. Likewise, merely
offering —rather than requiring —technical assistance to districts and fadlities
that are unsuccessful in correcting findmgs is not appropriate. Suitable
enforcement actions for districts i the lowest determinations category and

3 Ed 112502 (d); sev also 186-C25 (d).
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those with cufstanding noncompliance should contain state-mandated
activities rather than allowing districts addiional fexdbility and self-direcion

In addition o the evaloators” recommendations, see Display -4 for additional
recommendations made by others.

Drisplay X-4. Subsection D Eecommendations Made by Others

The commerts and recormendations belose raflect the opinions of NHDOE, SERESC, DRC, PRC,
ard SAC mevehers concerning ways o improne e state’s monigoring procadu res and pracioes,

¢ Parent Croup Tie noncomphiarce to reguimed MHDOE and/ or SERESC traiming,
“There 15 & lack of follow-op ard professional development in curmcalam,
alignment, ete.”

¢ Parent Croupe Increase the consequences of onoormecied noncompliance in Focused
Monitonng and Propgram Approval; improse both sanchons and moentives.

E Armmal LEA Determinations

1. Use performance and compliance indicators from the State Performance Flan
in making anmmal LEA determinations. The use of performance indicators
wiould further emphasize the importance of continucusly Improving shodent
outcomes and serve as further motivation for both compliance and
performance —espedally when the receipt of a poor determination carries
potentally significant sanctions.

2. Solicit stakeholder input into the development of a formmla by which LEA
determinafions will be made. Extending an invitation to stakeholders to
solicit imput on determinations fornmla revisions would strengthen
relationships between NHIDOE and its stakehol ders and allow interested
partes to collaborate toward a common purpose.

F. Verifying Acouracy of LEA Diata and Ersuring Effectiveness

1. Develop a system for verifying the accuracy of the indicator data collected
from districts. For example, such a process could itnrolve selecting a randomm
sample of [EPs from a given district and comparing what is on the IEF to what
is on the dataset submitted by the district to the state.

2. Related to Recommendation 1, a special effort shonld take place to verify the
accuracy of Indicator 5 data. Given the large fluchiations in Indicator 54 and
5B data over time. selecting a random sample of [EPs and determdnimg if what
is reported on the [EP is accurate and what is reported in datasets submitted to
the state is accurate.

3. Examine the effectiveness of the FM process on the monifored districts. As
mentioned in Section VIIL the 2010-11 SEFESC end-of-year report did not
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analyze the impact the Fi process had on student performanece. This should
be examined The impact of the FM process on the achievement gap should
also be examined. since this is the primary justification for choosing a district
for monitoring. However, the impact of FW on other performance ndicators
suchoas 1. 2, 3C, and 5 should also be examined. Purther, as menbioned above,
compliance hypotheses should guide the state’s monitormg efforts. For those
compliance hypotheses that are confirmed. stndent performance data relating
to these hypotheses should be examined to determine if improvement has been
made. For example, if it is determined that a district is not providing FAPE to
siudents in the regular classroom environment, a comparisom of the profidency
rates of shedents before and after the Corrective Action Flan was implemented
could be conducted to determine if stndent performance improved.

4. Identify the “high-performing” fomsed monitored districts and determine
why the FM process worked well for them For example. for those focnsad
monitoring districts that have shown gaims in student profidency and a
dedease in the achievement gap, what is it about the district and /o1 their
experience with the FIV process that allowed them to show such improvements
in student performance. Then determine howr this information can be used
with other districts going through the FM process so that they too night
experience positive student performance outcomes.

In addition to the evaluators” recommendations, see Display X-5 for additonal
recommendations made by others.

Display X-5. Subsection F Eecommendations Made by Others

The commerits and recormrendations belose reflect the opinions of NHTWOE, SERESC, DREC, PAC,
amd SAC mehers concerning ways o improme e state's monitoring proceduees and practioes,

»  SERESC: There needs to be a core set of indicaters to measare effectveness =“I'm
londang at this process and ['m thnkdng, “why can't we get something in place by
Jarmary and start®

#  SERESC: Take a more longniwdina] approach o data analysis. “FProvide mone tome to
sustain efforts.”

»  SERESC: “A more arbiculabe data set 1s nepded. [SERESC] is developmg albernative
mdwcators.”

¢ FParent Groupe Yerify the rebabadity and validity of suspension fexpulsion data wzsed
to determine oomipliance with Indicator 4 and LEE data used to determine
compliance with Indwcatoer 5

*  Farent Group: Increase steps taken to ensure the vahdity and reliabedity of stodent
kvl data submatted to NHDOE and stored m NHSELS

*  SAC Increase the validity and reliability of data (especially suspersion/ expulsion)
by ersunng universal understanding of comphance standards
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G. Staffine and Fesouroes
1 Imncrease review beam members’ effectiveness by developing mandatory

IDEA pre-visit training. While shadowing can be an effective follow-up
Taining method for review team members, the state must develop an effective
means of fraining these team members before they assist in any compliance
review achivibies. The lens through which SEA staff and SEA contractors mnst
view compliance-related activities is often different than a typical LEA staff
member’s lens. Without proper traiming, compliance reviews can be
compromisad from the outsat

Reconsider the practice of confracting out the FAM and PA processes in
general, and reconsider contracting with SERESC. With respect to the former,
as noted in Section I of this report. one clear disadvantage of contracting out a
state special education momitoring system s that directing funds outside an
SEA prevents the SEA from developing its own internal capadty. a capacity
that is then available for other purposes {such as technical assistance and
momitoring ndicator complisnce). With respect to the latter. as also noted in
Section I of this report. confracting with SEFESC creates a potential conflict
with the state stabate and a potential perception of bias among key
stakeholders.

Rewview state restrictions on filling vacandes in the Bureamn, and pursue state
funding in support of additional staff if warranted

In addition to the evahuators’ recommendations, see Display X-0 for additional

recommendations made by others.

Drisplay X-6. Subsection G Recommendations Made by Others

The commmerits and recommuendations belowe roflect the opimions of NHDWOE, SERESC, DRC, PRC,
ard SAC mewrbers concerning mays do improne e state’s monitorng procedures and pracdices,

#  NHDOE: Beduee the amaount of multi-bslong reqoired of SEA personnel

»  SERESC: *1 think we've been asked to do some of the work that DOE should be
dioing-. bat otherwise it just wooldn't get dane ™

»  SERESC: Hire comsultants who are specfically assigned to certamn mndiwcatar areas
SERESC: *1 woald Hke to see ns mandtar curselves indernally® to ensune that
SERESL is doing things effecteely

»  SERESC: Better comimunication among addrmonal aspects of the Department’s wark:
(L., Standards and Assessment, mformaton regarding the Commion Cane
Standards).

»  SERESC: “It's the relationships. 165 between the agencies.” Communication needs
to be improved between the NHDOE and SERESC.

¢ Parent Growpe Given the lack of progress m redwucing the achievement gap, evaluate
whether the contract with SERESC (51, 499 904 heennaumi] consiifutes an effioent use
of respances.

¢ Parent Groope Evaluase whiether BFDOE s contract with SERESC constinutes a
conflict of ingerest [FE5A 186025, TT1A]
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Parent Group: Increase the number of NHDOE staff members dedicated to provide
technical assistance.

Parent Group: Decrease the involvement of volunteers in the FM and PA processes
SAC: Consider ending the “SERESC. monopaly” the next time NHDOE contracts
with an outside agency to conduct comphance reviews.

SAC: Increase the independence of Focused Monitoring and Program Approval
reviews. Teams consist of distnct personnel, SERESC employees {who tend to be
retired school employess), and volunteers (who tend to be active school employees).
SAC: Increase state funding for the Special Education Bureau by increasing the
number of regular state-approved NHDOE positions

SAC: Address high rate of employee turnover within the NHDOE: “[The Bureau]
has been devastated. [NHDOE employees are] daing the best they can
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Investigators

= Susan Wagner, Ph.D.

— Experienced psychometrician and evaluator. Works for a number of
SEAs on the analysis of the State Performance Plan [SPP) indicators
and the evaluation of associated improvement activities; also works
for SEAs in terms of ing prog , analyzing and developi
alternate assessments, computing MCLB/AYP statistics.

* Mark Miawer
— Experienced evaluator, trainer and technical assistant on issues related
to monitoring and general supervision. Federal Court Monitor in
Emma . case; defendants are CDE and one CA district. Worked for a
number of 5EAs since the mid-'90s, also has been expert witnass in
several systemic class action suits related to general supervision and
monitoring.

Investigators [continued)
* Michael Harris
— Supervisor of Monitoring and Accountability for W Department of
Education, Special Programs Division
= Michael Warych, Ph.D.
— Experience as special education and general education teacher, local
director of special education, local Superintendent, managed Focused
Monitoring and Technical assistance unit for CDE.

Are performance and/or compliance data used
in the monitoring and program approval
process? If so, are they used in the process of
selecting districts to monitor? Are they used to

ities?

guide monitoring acti

« Performance data are used to select districts for
Focused Monitoring.

.

Neither performance nor compliance data are used
in either the Focused Monitoring or Program
Approval processes to the extent necessary for
effective monitoring of the provision of a free,
appropriate public education in the least restrictive
environment.




6/18/2012

* P armas dakd 0o be in seed of imgeowessent
(masirable goals and mamiton plans) B
entical neecemplance paf el in the lisk teo
SEREST ansiial reports; in ght of Rndisgs, undlear
Eacewt Ehifs witch it o

The FM pfotes B fol lBled i s improvaineinl
activiey for appresdiate dficators 5 e Soale
Peifermaras Plas, inchaling 30 (periermasos on
lale msevwrmnll

= Mo improvemest acthvil s coseeected 1o seosiloriag
Ihted s Stats Perfoimancs Plan fof Indicaton 1 and
1, and Ao edings of eacsmplisnos Pelaled 0o Heein.

Impiroveimnest ety felaled 1o SMonloiing sel foith
in SPP for Indicater S, bt s Rndiegs of
nohoorapllancs in lasl s APRS.

Indicialor & paffoifancs appaids how, bl B Balber
i othed Mabes also wlng e "HCSEAM standard™
For detsrminiag co seeen

* ledicator 13 compliasos b lowe Oady 19 Rl
Frabmaid in 08-' 10 [FM protis ised), but 2310 &
000 [P and on-site feview]. FRl vk
el o linued For cuifen pear. Do nol chosen
Bisind on data, and selection of studens & random.

= Tha mositerieg protsdes nelited 1o some Slate
Perloirsancs Plan iedicamorn |eg., tesslisess of inilal
indassiman, Bmely Part C 1o Pam B wamiton] aee
relialde, and the Slate's perfoirance on e
Ireicanor hid Fegroved markedly oser the last hrs
L =

The mosiberieg proc e, ielaled 1o wime SPP
Indisator [eg., sinsenion esulsion,
digroportionality] are weak itk respect 1o etual
pliachoEs.




6182012

» Sehoal dbarics monioned through Focused = Sebesen] distFicls mosibored Beough Focised
LY ] i hisas Iy pmitiee el it N Flanioring Results — pealtive feding
Erovma ared e et

Thas iy Pl

Peroanmags wh o makd "I 8 BT o " et

s e by
o D —.- s
Pl meswrn

Culmael WA

* Sehool dbarkcs monioned throuwgh Focused 1. Expand che use of data 1o gukds the delecties of
bMonitering — polenlial sreis of conoeim distFiets Tor Fecused Mosiboring reviews.
— PR 2. Exgpand the uss of data 1o guids Fodised
TR g e — Mot ing el Prosreens dppioval methodoksg s =
g s e (N - ditricts wed Tailities b visitesd
W . . 3. Creabs purposelol samples ol udsnis for sach

Coulie o bt B i
corrllance Byl bsls.
= i i Dl Dy il s P ey il | ssnad el 1
n amlin s i L
Terley




6,/18/2012

= Bt e FRl ol PA prososisid ane i palble of

To what ext=nt are monitoring imstruments amd
identifyieg some noncompliance. Howeesr, dos 1o

the monitoring process capable of identiying . T FAH "
com P‘liﬂﬂmrﬂﬂ ncom P‘li-!m:t With the program st bk I]l.rl.ﬂllul:.ll' i I.RJ!II'!IIIIII:'.I.._-II'!ﬁ. T |
requiremenis? To what extent are they capable I'm'u.""f'"'ru"'mm.- P e el s Ancomsitomt
N . application of thass irmtiments by smonilodng
|:-1'|m|:.\-nm'|ng sh:mt"t rezultz u.nd cutoomes? Dl 1B cUFTenl Syabeim 4 not cagable of saking
Dhoes it emphesize 13“'“‘! rE:q uirements most ey impertant sulntantive TireSings of
closely azzooated with student nonornediance,

results foutcomes? Isthe system capable of
making systemic tindings? Is the system
capable of making substantive findings?

v Seweral probleim with FM IEP review data oolletties = Probless with the P Farmms:
fesfrm. = Cunifsd St
= Folldes snd Frocsdomsa
— FWILF review dets coliscion forme sre miming wevemsl
s roeEst. — LES& mred Persrrl Surewm

— Privals Program Sef-Shudy Form

— Frobism with use of IEF reviesw debs collscSon Form
= PA Case Study Proomia Bedegroussd Info

— Seemral profbismo sodd with Cud-of-Dingrick File Esvew

norumack = Conoerms with Case Study Data Collsctisn foim.

» Sl corser i baad om obvervatlora of

(-5 5




6/18/2012

clear® Is the ewidence set forth im reparts
mdequste to support the findings made? Are
thie reports released in 5 timely manmer® Ane
systemic findings made? Are substantive
tindings mada?

. Erdare proper Faining 5 IDEA and Mate spedal 5. lecrmase Che sarnple slse Tor Nle revless and cise
et ton Fequinsments Brlof 1o afy indvidual’s T 5
partcipaticn s P o P
B. lermase Ll arsouint of Lme aloited Tod complance
. Ebmimale "crw-ilee-fre-all” corrpliame review tewiew @rlivibies.
dodiifmests.
7. Emphey additissal siFatagias & e idemifcaton of
. Ercesre that irstroments ecoorately rellect federal nercemplance
ared alale regalimimeeis
8. Erniaie th irecdvimest of WHDOE in the FM and
4. Saparate FM and P from othes schosl P e pll it hirsdeac.
Imgeovarnanl andiof sccredilation activilies
&re the findings made by monitoring reports ® Findisgs of ligrna faly almedl saclusively on

i rsiiles of ke s oesupperted by The Pedhs
of ather monitesing et |Imesvhess,
observallord, provides Ume logs, ebe.].

Tha mosiborieg o imdaes. cur fen By wsed make o
siilrnantve Nindings that sludiests were deprived of
FAPE o wire nol placed in the LRE. The majodty of
findiegs made ife procedunal in Salume.




6/18/2012

* Mlonibering nepoits nol conshlestly dear fogaed g * Findiegs coetained = moniaring repoits aie ol
thi piifg ol i prirmary alwhirys tied by ad Eanice
1o B et al cfecn] i prosasimesl.

= Manioing repors afe nol awiys Bsued ina tessly

* The feporls éfe ol consbibemly dear Pegarding the el
achisal stapatory resulrement vislated, the igedlic i - o .
EBash for Andisgs of noncompllascs, and The e " Tha 'j“f"'“n' - repoits
actians et 1o corre oeoomplanos ! ared individual lindi b clwar i werre
IFdancs, Bt ot ih ofheri. Soime " Sysbeimie"
* The saniloning o incuds "suggestons” for findisgs appear 1o b baad o5 revirs of only one
i pressTries] o Hiues dulb el 1o SLalln ey IEF
P reTnEls.

1. Elimissate A hbssarmest Tearm (in FR and Do Comeciive Action Plens “’_ﬂjlsj cat forth
acched Ration intermation |PA) from IDEA activities re=sonably calculated to result in
Lumplance repoitiog. compliance? Are CAPs developed and

2. Improve The clasity with which fisdfing afe approved in Htim!l'f manner? How is
g e implementation of CAPs tracked™ What

process is used towerity the perfomance of

3. Elimisati the practice of including “sugetices" T
T R O T T corrective activities? |5 the process sdeguate®

lated 1 IDEA diarice in Fi and PA repors N i
(iuch am condocticg annual EP seeeting of What I? the process of werifying that
dereehupieg 1EF goals 1o addims al sreas of reed] non<ompliance has been cormected? Is the

pro<ess adequate?




6/18/2012

& miarmbet ol concerns related o corfective actions
fort both individaal and syitermic Sndings of
moncomplancs, ssd the timeliees of cornectve
actions, ame dbcossed and analyzed

Corsldered o e date of 1he monloring repoen,
the developmest of cornecthve sctiom plans B ey

The wracking amsd verilicaties of the implemestaton

of cormective ticrs B notl alwing Thamugh asd
ks el

Ad e fabeva il doosrailh wine ol rade eaallabls
b il i | b, il et ol meol B Fhadi
i rding e adeguacy of cures prooraes o
varifyieg the cormection of nonoompllascs Meniled
Eroigh the FM and P processss.

The processes for verification of e cormecties ol
nancorsgllancs idemifed threogh menioning related
bs Indicators 11 17 and 13 as deseribad in the
Asnual Performasos Resor] o 1o B relable.

‘Within mach Cofrect e Acticn Plan, includs an
appropd lite dieriptien of sooeptable evidancs of
eofrection ke sach Neding.

Elimisite iba of the "A Fedn” 1o add
child-igecific fiading ol soncomplancs.

Ercigre it baith prongs ol OSEFs Messs 900 are
sathified when conducting acthdities 1o veiily

caffection of noncompllascs.

a,

Forruliie tse flite’s Wacking asd Tolow-ig
providure for distdcs and lecilide that ame s
Cedractba Actios Pland, and apedy e proceduse
urilairaly @oioss e sbals.

For diaricts and Faclithes chat ane in damnger of
Tailing vo cormect noncorspdiancs in b Smaly S neer,
mLabksh o Foiral piocea allewing e ate o
iBbervirss approo lalel before e cor recties
Ll arm mapdies.




6/18/2012

Are enforcement steps talken when necessary” " The state his improved dnoe the JD0S-05 skl
If 50, Are those sieps adequate bo resobee the ymar all wicsuring the :uu'lllu.'ruu ol e ified
identified momcompliamce in & timely and e ek
effective manner? " Biriand of B e anfoicames? docoments v ke
b ten v luaters, it s unclear that e fowr Tectors
slarhe figg ulatiom repudie NHOOE 1o cormbdes erdien
seleting enfocemest aton were in lact conskdermd
ard, i 25, 10 what extenil. & edditdon, conceies ife
moled Fegasding the shep Caken in ofss i ClimElasos
in widich eorredion of nofcsenplianos wis et
e hirwied within ore yaar.
1. Dewvelop a sl of dedsion rules wed 1o deterssing What i5 the Department’s process for ma l_"l15
appropd libe enlcr il eclior baed o e Fouwr anmual determinations of P ublic HBE’HDH

eviinuis comstaliniad iy ks sl responsible for delivering special education

3. Develop and implemest sore meanisgiul services? ‘What stamdands are used? To what
enfforcement actions o v placed in the extent do the standards used comport with the
e Sofiaton ol Intesvention delermisalion requirements of the IDEAT

vty andd those Tailisg 10 oo et Fone ompliesce
willan ors yRar.
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" Bapoil detd fomh cofrent standand wsed for LE&
digtairrinaticrs.

= Limesd Inclosbor 4, & 10, 1L, 12, 15 end Sl s and
socurmcy ol Tabls B and indlkcwior T deis, snd facsl dets

* The stale dees ol cormenily use peiformancs
e abees s it of i proors of rabing
distaimninatioss of kodal school distdcs.

1. Uke perfoimarsse el complisrcor imdicator fiom
thie State Perforssnos Plas B makisg annual LEA
derbar rinatkorm

3. Solor stabebeodder Eput inle the developmen of a
Faimula by whichk LEA determinalioen will be mads.

Do statewide dats show changes over time on
performance ard complisnce indicators? Iz
there evidence that indicates that the
monitoring and program approval professes
are kEving a positive effect o student
results/outcomes and on compliance with the
program requir=ments? Does the state hove an
adeguate system for verifying the acouracy
of dataT

= Stabewdde dala creaiges incheded in epoit. Mo
g Chan iearmaed.

= Them s bsiis ol 200708 theough 3000-11 proficiesssy
ditin suigersts Uit e Focumed Monitoning sysbem D
Frdlilling the T o povse ol Preasing abieseranl
of sludests with daabiltes. This same Sala

sl hoerver, Tl T decond plrpods of
naFtesing Che scbhrvernenl gap B ol being

dithierestially impacted by B focinaed mosilon g
swalmin.
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The analysis of 200708 i fa B0i0-11 pl

dila agieas that a majonity of disicos soniioned
thiough e Fotised Moniloring sysbeim [Sraised
thi percenlage of shudents placed in the negular
clissroom Batwaan 2007-08 ssd DOL0-11. Howarer,
i highst & e ol | disiFiers
Inchaased e percestaps of Sudens placed in the
rmiular dasieoom between 2 00708 and 2000-11

Comiaia afe ratsed regarding 1B accuracy of dee
abe's plicement data.

7. Bl {153 B i,

1. Develop o sysbem bor weriling the accurecy of e

IFdicates data collected Fom dairics.

1, o spial effon
shesiild nabw place s verily The acturacy of IsScatorn
% diata

3.

E Iree tiae btk of e PRl process o T
mohlored dsirics.
st ity the “SEk-periorming ™ loclised monioned

diarices and detsiming whsy e FRd proosss worked
wall Far theiimi.

Are staMing resources sufficient to implement &
michitoring and program approval process
capable of ensuring FAPE in the LRE and
improved resultsfcutcomes to NH students
with disabilities?

10
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* The swaleaton cameot deleiming whether S total
o b ol ernplopess pvallable for mositerisg from
b sbate and i dor ks ad [ 8] ally
chear that vessdor ibafing lesels are sullicent o
implarment the FM asd PA processe il Bsoae
POt ane clirestly corainted, e TR et
Wisetal dipervision and monoing stalling B

lachini.

= Thaia ks no fommal treinieg for mosdbers

® ks chear from the reuhs of this evaluatios dhat
e afw shinifcant Maas in Foniloing proceses,
o il correction of teese defichenche b ey to
g uie itafing adiusieenls.

1. Indimia i il ¢ T by

vl pinyg Feandatesy IDEA pre-vish 1rainieg.

3. Rerview slite Feitrictions of Gling vacasd e in the
B, ared stts Tunding in of
addtonal wal if wairanbed.

* Disadhein b o conlacting ol e Focibad
Msnindng and Program Sgpeovil mositoring
procassi afe dscusied, and dpecilic comiarrd

related 1o comracting with Che currest werelon amne
Fihid.
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3. Recordlder the peaction ol comracting oul e FRd
el PE prosors s In gersetal, arsd reconskder
cofilracting with SERESC.

= Percarlage ol Srudsms with Learning Dhabilive
s Sorwmd Profiches? om Regulal Reading Ter

Diistrict 22.5%

* Peroemiaipe of Sisdests with Learnisyg Disabilces
‘Wha Sconed Proficient on Regulas Reading Tes

I the Richoiires Rooss

District 12 0%

* Percotage of Seodents with Learning Db bilies
As Seornd Profichest o Riggular Reading Ter
In thi Ridkeasron Roam and In Grade 6-8

District 35%

* Mumber of LD students in RR in grades 6-8
whe dicd not soore proficient on reading test =
53,




isplay WIII-2- anation of Each Indicafor
Indicxior Samcription
1 Gradusticn Aaks Peoent of youth with [EPa grecus@ng from high schocd with s reguisr diploma.
1 Orop Cur Rats Percer of pous with L dropoing oot of Righ schoal.
L Simtewids Asmme Faroest of divlrichy mewhing the Skoin's ATP obchive Jor propeess for- dinaddfy suSgrours

Farac paZon Nets Asssding

it (EPy in

o oy

Farsc paZon Nets Meth

Foriiopoion mde of s e (B in motk

1L Froficency Rabs Rescing Froficiescy e of Siem wih B in neading.
3L Froficency Rabs Math Froficiescy e of SEem s B in mek
Ll Sumperiong Peoend of trat had & ] wisa for grestsr Than
Expuizion Eete, Dwversll L0 deye In 8 schossd pear.
48 Sumpermicny’ Expasiion Mats, Peoend of trat had & wisa by macE;:
oy AncaEshni oty for graster than 10 dew in 8 school year
L] LEE: Asguisr Dareroom Peoent of children wih IEFS sge i o I removed hrom reguisr cieas = than T1% of She dey.
=8 LAE: tsparnbs Oemroom Peoent of children wih IEFS sged o I removed hrom reguisr cleax grester then 850% of Hhe dey.
2L LAE: temarnis I sditlan Pecent of children w&h IEFS e o X1 soved In public or prive®s sspersts schoob, residentis|
E i, o b or plECEmETRL
JAl Fovses SoosEmoHonsl 551 | O thoos chlicren with [EPowhes snisnes e orogren elow s s exssctalom, the parment Bat
submimrrisl iy Inoressd their mfe of growth by B Hime they scdisd.
JAl  FoafSes Sodal-fmotonsl 251 | Perocent of children wih 1EF whe ees within sge by e tims ey exdisd.
JHL Encwisdgs snd Thlllh 551 H o chilcimn with [EPr whe srisrss e progren Bslow aps sxsscinbiom, e peroent that
brsir et of growth by the time By sdisd
JTH2  Encwisdgs snd Thllbh 252 Peoert of children wih [EF whe wes within sge by e tims ey exdisd.
L Umeof spproprists tshawion | OF thoms chilcinen with |EPr whe srisred e progren Eslow s exzeciaiom, the peroent thet
i3] brsir et of growth by the time By scdisd
2 U of spproprists tshawion | Peoent of children w3 [EF whs ees within sge by e tims ey exdisd.
LT
E Fararrt | rrvo s rresrt Maroe=f af p with o child o A ! vicer wha repert Bl shosly
focilit=ied poresi ma 2 mnrricer ond’ v for chviadmes meith
aisabiEin
- | i, BFE, Dverull Faroest of divlrich mith saprcportonsis rpersmictios of roosl ond' effizic grouga in eicfnd’
s rvicen cofrgorins thot b G e’ of incperoeciale Adeofifoxiion,
10 Disproe. BE, Dhabilty Faroest of dilrich mith sbproporfonsie rpersmedictios of roosl ond' rfizic grouga in apecfic
Cabegory ik By cotegares ot b i reaulf of inaporoeciaie dde e footion.
11 Tirealy Eval usSon Peoend of wih = who weers @ve lues el and sl glsiy
within 45 dap.
1z TremBEon frem PertCic Peoent of children elemsd by Part C prior bz sge 3, who sre found sligisls for Pard B, and wha
Fari B hrew mn IEP el bry their third birthd e,
iz TramBEon Plaming on IEF by | Percens of woush sged 18 e s bovs with an EF St arrezal EF
Aga 18 goah ans Eaat will prazis tha bt
poals
1z Fori-sscordery Dutocme Peoent of youh who sre re longer [nasondeny schocd, hesl Bz in sffect ot e Sme ey 05
oo, Bnd wers snesdsd v ‘= uining or EmEioy
188 Mesmwremsem & Peoent of yous swollsd inhighsr scsor@on within ons yesr of leesng high schoot;
142  Nssmremsm B Mesmursmant A phu peroet o yosth competifesly smploysd within ons yeer of lesving high
o]
13 Mssmremsm D Mesmursmant A phi Messorem s B plu peroent of pouth snrollsd insny other byps of poet-
oF amp In Ty other typs of s ployTrETt
0 Tirealy ancl Aerurets Deksi P of thets-reportsd dets St e Smely snd scurete.




Addendum E
Mew Hampshire Special Education
SPP Indicator Data Crrer Time

SL0-R1
Aate #l s
2Nr5 hE-06 200507 DO DOOE-G9 20F-10 20in-11 H0 T8 I mgrove-
Trradica b Bale Aate Hate Rite Rate Hate Hiate Aane® et
1 Gradealion Rate TROI | TLOUW | JLOUW | JmAFR | JLOOW  9Liik ThSEM T3] Yea
¥ Dirop Dut Rate 3 5 3.90% 3 O J.88% 4.53% T 3% TR -3.19 Vs
5 atewide Adseisment 4L00% 41.00% 5.2 EER-. ) 24 ETN HATR -£.E2 s
AR Partidpation Aate Aesdiag 98 1HN 7. 2% 95 SN oY a1 9A_FiW 97 HE ALY aTa Yiesd
3B Participation Aate RMMath 98 1HN O b 9E &N aY. a1 97 i 97 Fi% ALY ol Yiesd
3C Prefolescy Aate Readisg 3E45% £1.49% 201K 1.BEW 35.18% ELE Y LA L] 545 Ve
30 Profoescy Rate Math ik 5% . ais IEIEN e 93 3% Fo EEL =Y i SN 453 Yied
&8 Serspesbony Expubilon Ratr, 1 2. e 3 s 4.3 4.5 T 3TH 345% SET Vs
Ol
4B Sespersienf Eapubilon Rate, by e i [T [aTi =} Manlain
Aace Ethridny
E& LRE: Amgular Clasdsoom TE 5% TE. 308 BE.OFN B0 A5.00% SET1N TLEX% haag Vs
5B LEE: Separate Caseroom 3 3% 3.0 13 34% I ETR 26955 19 18N H5E% 140 Vs
SC LEE: Separate Faclithe & 3 4.50% & Dy 3205 El T AN LETY 453 Yied
TAL Pusithes Sockil-Emotional 281 E3.B0N GEIXN BTN 5. Yed
TAZ Posithe Sockil-Emotional 103 22100 el = ALY 13,659 s
T8l Enoebedie ared Shill £51 E5. 0N BT.19% TI.00% 150 Ve
782 Enowbedie and Shilk 552 75 B, T 50, F5% FE (™
T e ol appropelats behirdor 550 . oA, BE SN 67 AT 1073 ez
M2 e olappropiate behirdom 52 TH. oA, BIOHE ESITN I3.47 iz
8 Paren? involvssant 1050 T1LESN 2. 06 44.T4% 4T.16% LR 18.14 Yed
9 Dhprep. BE, Ovanal [N i i il i =i il e Y il i [ id  Maintais
10 Dhpiep. BE, Dsaliley Calegory (=i ille i =R [l s e i [T [aTi =} Manlain
11 Timaly Evalu atien RT 95 N TE. B BO.ETN 4 55% 5. T3% 13,69 Vs
1r Trafdithen feam Part C 1o Part B SES6% ES.26% BEOTN 92.01% 5.5 98 54% WL 51 Yed
1% Trafditen Planning an IEP by & TS5 00 000 LT T 4T 37N L L L] 5.19 0]
i6
B Posl-decond afy Dot BT .0 Ol 245
148 Mlsaiiramest & 41 1q% Eqa% 11.1%9 Yed
138 Mamuiemest B LTS T5.14% 545 Yed
180 Msidlifeimest C BLESH ELETR Yed
20 Timaly ared Acciivate Date A0 5. DAL HE &% ES. 4% SOLATH 9 S8% L Vs

* ndicater T D0-11 sate misid 2008-00 rate. indicator 14 B 2000-11 et mises 200810 fbe.

The shaded celh irdicate the cuirest dedinated baveline.
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Drsplay VIII-3: Indicator 3T —Changes in Proficiency Rates 2007-08 to 2000-11

Districts Monitored in: Monitored
&l Districts 07~ Mon-
Monitored | 0= thoough Monitored

07-08 0a-03 o510 10-11 Districts o510 Districts
Mumier of Districts 7 g g E] 24 13 112
Reading Proficiency
Average 3C reacing proficiency =43% 3000%  3353%  33.80% 32 30% 3L Ea% FELTLY
in 2040-11
Average 3C reacing proficiency 471% 1EE3%  METR 3200% 24 00% 21.89% 35.33%
in 2007-08
Svernpe difference in 3C reading )
proficiency [20010-11 minus a7 11147 14.17 350 LS .74 .73
2007-08]
Parcent of Districts with
Imcrexsed Profidency in Reading | 10000% B3.33%  io000%  GO.D0% E750% 54 7a4% 71.43%
from 2007-08 to 2040-11
Math Proficency
""‘“"‘-‘EI Mzth proficiency in 7%  2347% 30m3%  20.0% 26.26% 25.58% 36965
Average 3C Math proficiency in m2s%  17.83%  2047R 27.00% 21 00% 19.47% 3136%
2007-08
Evernge difference in 30 Math
proficiency [20010-11 mirus 143 7.33 10.67 2 40 542 6.24 .40
2007-08]
Parcent of Districts with

7i43% E333%  10000%  40.00% 73.00% B4 1% E5.64%

Imcresxsed Proficency in Meth
firom 2007-08 to 2000-11

Note; Owe district was mrordtored in both 2009-10 gwd 2010-71. It is coumted only in the 200910 yezr




Display VII-4 Indicator 3C - Changes in Proficiency Rates and the Achievement
Gap from 200708 to 2000-11

Districts Monitored in:

10-11

Al Monitored
DiEtricts

Muonitored

Districks 07-

0= through
o-10

Moin-
Mionitored
Disfricts

Kurmber af Districts

24

Is

113

IEP Proficiency

Percent of Districts that increased
Proficercy in Besding from 2007-
08 to HD10-14

B3.33%

50.00%

27 500

7168%

Percent of Districts that increased
Profidency in Math from 2007-08
to HO10-14

7143k

B3.33%

40.00%

T

24 1%

B5.64%

Mor-EF Proficiency

Percent of Districts that increased
Profidiercy in Resding from 2007-
08 to H210-11

BE.ETR

BO.0O%

B7.500%

Percent of Districts that increased
Profidency in Math from 2007-08
to HO10-14

100 00 %

100.00%

55 5T

100.00%

51 57%

711%

Closing the Gap Between Non-
IEP mnd IEF Froficiency Rates
Percenk of Districts thak
Decresssd Gy in REsding
Profidiercy Retes from 2007-08 to
2010-11

30.00%

20.00%

47.37%

Percent of Districts that
Decressed Gan in Math
Profidiency Retes from 2007-08 to
2010-11

0.00%

33.33%

55 5T

31 5E%

41 96%

Proficiency ard Closing the Gap
Percent of Districts that increased
IEF Rending Proficeroy amd
Closed Reading Gap

30.00%

20.00%

j

47.37%

45.90%

Percent of Districts that increased
IEP Mizth Proficiency and Ocssd
Math Gap

0.00%

33.33%

55 5T

40.00%

33 33%

21 5E%

an.18%

Nofe: Owe district was mromditorad in both 2009-10 amd 2010-17. It is courted omly i dhe 200910 year




Distsiets Monitsesd Pcsitored
Districts 67- Pian-
All Mositered | 08 through | Mesitored
0708 nE-09 08-10 1011 District [T Ditstricts
Kumber of Districts 7 5 £l T 23 18 141

Mote: Ore dishrict was moritored im both 200810 awd 20017, It is courcted only dn dhe 2005910 yer.

2010-11 - 2007-08

Avarage 5A parcent i g323% =sa0% EL4% 4nmsh =1 58% %3.38% 29.79%
200708
Awerage oifferance in 34 29.92 1367 10:50 2961 2035 1533 533

Display WIHO-8: Indicator 5A: Percent of students placed inside the regular classroom S04 or more of the day

60.0°
0.0

—a—Target

B0
B0
o -

400
300
2008
1008
ooes -

75.50%  TE30R . —
I 45.02%

200205  2005-06 2006-07 200708 200805 2009-10 2010-11

= Tarzst

ﬂlIWL

200205  2005-06 2006-07 200708 200E-09  2009-10  2040-11

Cisplay VIO-5: Indicator 58: Fercent of shudends placed inside the regmlar classrooms less than 2048 of the day
A00%




